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ABSTRACT ■ _ ^ _ __ 1 

Improving the mobility of older adults has been a 
major goal o£ transportation programs and policies for the elderly -at 
both the federal and local levels. To examin^ reasons why eligible 
elderly individuals in tirban areas do not use^ available special 
transport services, 140 eiderlypetsons in the Washington ^ D.C. area 
were surveyed on the extent of the^ of services and on 

demographic characteristics, includingf sbcioecohoinic status^ ^, 
household comp6sition, education, employment ^ social coilt^cts^ and 
needs. In addition, a telephone surv€|^ pf 27 serv was* 
coD^cted to determihe-problems encountered: in^roaching elderly_ . : 
pdpS^atiops and possible. solutions. fprf the problims. An analysis of 
the results showed tha^ less than IS^^rcent pf the urban elderly who 
need speqi^l transport services use t^mm^ 

four areas: (1) alternative availablf^^^^^^ (2)' lack of knowledge; (3) 
service^haracteristics; and t4) pridf . Nonusers who needfed special 
transport "services were often less active, less independent, and less 
healthy than the elderly persons wHii5-ri«eded and ^ 
Providers of special services rei^^d |on agency referrals and 

wo rd~6f -mouth" to identify and service elderly populations. The 
findings suggest that service delivery agencies in iirbap areas must 
become more aggressive in exploring aiternative^e 
e]^derly persons who need transport services. (Author/BL) . 



****'********************************* 

* Reproductions suppiilfid by EDRS are the §§st that can be made * 

*. ^ _^frpm the original documen^^ * 

********************** **^fc*****3fc***** ******* ************ 



EKLC 



T*cliiiic«l ll«f Dieniiifitvf iMi Peg* 



1. H9._ 

DC-1 1-6D12 



2. ft»t»m« m wt At 



I N*. 



4. T.ti» ifti Stifct.tii 



THE NONUTILIZATION OF. .SPECIAL TRAN^GRT 
SERVICES BY TH^ ELDERLY IN URBAN AI*AS 
A Case Study of Washington, D-C. : ' 



Deborah L. Lyons and Isaac Lipovitz 



Department of , Conmianity and Ur'bah Planning 
Uniggtsity of the Dist:q.ict of Columbia 
Washl^ton, D.C. 2066^ 




U.S. ffipairtmeht of Transposttat ion 
Urb|fj<^ass Transportation 'Administration • 
UnM^ersity H^search and .Training Program ^ 



Washington; D.C. 

■ » ^ 1 ^ m 



205S 



_L 



3. t«ti#ia«<'1i.C«t*l«f M«, 



S;< AaM't 0«ii 



Aagust I 



1982 



4. P««l«fmi*if 0«f««iii«ti«n C>4» 



10. iv^ Unit N». (m&tS) 



-0012 



» , _ ^ . _ ' 

Final Report 
August, 1981 ^ August, \9S2 



. 'filis Study" is an exaniinat^on of reasons why ^eligible elderly in urban areas 
do n5t utilize d^o^a^lable. special transport services. The object ives oT the re- _ 
sekrch ptroject w^ere' tb|' t j ^Analyze reaspns giveH by eligible elderly for not uti- 
liz^i^g /available transport stervices ;^(2 5 d^termi^e the extent of :iitil:i2at ion- by 
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not utilize special tranSport services; Hi identify problems encpuntered by pro- 
viders- |n teaching Elderly populations ; and (5) formulate recdtrahendat ions for . 
solving the problem's identified. " ; _^ 

A case study approach .was* used to analyze - and examine 
tion.of services;and included: A field survey of 140 ^deriy. persons; a telephone 
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and secondary data sources, . . ■ . . 
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Providers of special- services rely on agency referrals and ••word-of-mouth** to 
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passive tb' a^mSre 'aggressive, phase . , ' ' - ^ ._ 
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TRODUCTION 



irbvlhg thi mobility of older Americans has been a major goal t>f 
transportation and elderly programs ^tid policies at both the federal atid 

_f _ _ ._ _ _ - _ _ '. _' * *r__ 

local levels. One of the strategies designed to acheive this goal has been 
the development apd funding of numerous special transport services'' as : 
alternatives and/or ancillary travel modes for t^e elderly In urban and^ 
rural areas. ■ , * / # 

Although there has been a proliferation of special transport services 
during the last'five years, feere yemaihs a gap betweeriVs^rvice goals %d 
service levels- Most eligible elderly are not having their travel needs 
met through the use of special transport services,. While many elderly who 
are eligible to participate in these programs have other alternative ihodes^ 
of travel, a significant number of urban elderly are still handicapped by 
lack of trariSF>brtatidn. r 

this study examines the demand-side of special transportation . for th^ 
elderly. Several recent studies have examined the supply-side issues 
revolving around cobrdihatibh^ vehicle design and tna^htenance and insurance 
However, there is a need* for more research focused oh hbw tb identify and' 
service elderly and bther * t ranspbrtat ioti handicapped populations. * / * 

SltJBY €)BJECTIVES . . ' 

Tlxii" study examines reasbhd wh^eligible elderly do not utilize avail- 
able special transpot*...>services • TWB^pecific objectives of j^^liis research 

^ \ : • ' ■ 

proj'ect were to: : • 

- I. Analyze iti detail problems and/or reasons given by eligible 
' elderly for hbt Utilising special transport services; 

2. Determine the :^xt^ht to which eligibliS elderly populations "\ 
utifize special transport services; 



;ip-economic profile of eligible^eld^ir^ly who dp/do 
icial transport servicea; 



3. Cbnstructi-a soci 

not utilize special trahspbi 

Ai Identify problems encountered by providers^ of special transport 
services in reaching eligible elderly populations i arid 

> 5. Formulate teconroendat ions and guideline8:::far so the problems 

identified . - 

^ I' ■ ; _ _ _ . ■; 

; tn carrying put these specific objectives, the research team reviewed 

relevant literature, used data from an existing heeds assessment survey, 

cotapleted telephone and field ihtervi^«^s witli providers and users, re^- 

peetivel^^, and held focused group discussibhs/withD^C. elderly, 

APPROACH - 

\ • '■ ' . - • . ' ; ' ^ - " • . 

i ' . * '"^ 

This research project used i case study approach. to examxhe arid analyze 
reasons wtty Eligible. elderly do riot use available special transport serviced.- 
Several primary and ' secondary data sbutces providedr the base of irifdrmation 
used by the researchers to' assess ptdblems; and formulate recommendations. 
• , Ari extensive review of literature focusing oh the elderly as users - 

• _ _ _ _ ' V-V- •— -- 

of special trahsportatibri was cbnipl^ted; .This review.. included Mterials 
bri methodbldgies for needs assessments and, demand estimatiori techriiques 
utiiize'd in predicting laterit travel demand and coordination; of services . 

Data for the socio-economic profile were obtained through crdss tabu-- 
iatibns bf data cbfifairied iri the raw data files of the Elderly Needs Analy- 
sis Survey done by the Bureau pf Social Science Research (BSSR) fdt the" 
D. 6; Office on Aging iri 1978. The Office 5n Agihg, respoSsible for'the / 
city's special efforts in t^anspbrtation for the elderly, cbritracted with 
BSSR to conduct a'telephbrie survey ^^^^^^572 noninstitutionalize^. elderly with- 
iri the District ofiGolui^ia. Results from the survey were used 'iri develop- 
ing the heeds assessmerit cbmpbrieht pf the Dii^trict of €piumbia Plan on Agings 

1981-1983 . ^ V ' V ■ \ ' - _ ■■ 

/:s3urrent ;iriveritbry listings of special transportation services put but 
the D.C. Office on Aging and:the Directory bf Special- Trari3pdr^.aU:on 
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Serviceg pabllihid by the Metrdporitan Washington Council bf Goverhinents 
(1981 revised edition) were ase# tb itientify providers for i^-depth inter- 
views. A teiiphbSe survey of ^7 of i^e 43 providers bf special trarispbrt 
ieSvices was conducted to detje^mSe characteristics: bf services available ^ 
methods of identifying and reaching target populations, den^nd for services ^ 
problems Encountered in services deiivery "and participation in coordinated 
services. « 

A stVatified random sample of 1A0 elderly were interviewed at trip 
destination points. Typical trip destlrvat ion.. points of the elderly (i.e., 
senior centers, churches, clinics, etc were: idehtif||(i and selected. 
Survey sites were stratified according to the locations of residences of 
'elderly who need,burdo not- use, sp^ial trahsportatibn servicp^ b^^^ 
Field^ntetviews investigated re ai6ns, for nonfutillzatibn of-ffJecial trans-' 
porCatibh and mode choice of nor*asers. / 

A series of six focused gir^up discusst/ns with a totaj. of 65 elderly 
, persons were planned and held at various locations throughout the conrmunity. 

ififorfnation obtained through the Elderly Needs^Analysis Survey, telephone 
^^urvey of prbviders and field ita|«Views were used as a guide in the conduct 
of these group sessibns The disoussioris were insight into 

solution methodologies as perceived by users and/or potential users of spe- 



cial transport services. . 

Preliminary reajearch findings and- potential problem solutions were 
discussed dSHng interviews with^^ &.C. Office bri Aging and with 

staff bf;the Instittjte .ofi^rbntOlbgy^^ the District bf 

Columbia. Additibn«j|^^|S*eJi^feta^ 8^^"^^ 



•-thrbUgh these , sessi^kji'-^-h^^:^<'^ \'^ -'i/^J/^'"- 



CASE STUDY SXTE^ 



Data collection and interviews for this Study focused oh the city bf 
Mashiniton, D.C. The 1980 census, reports Washington's population as 638, 
333, bf which 103,655 (16.2%) are agr# ■ 



-3- 



13 



^ _ _ _ _ 

Using data ftdm the Suflnnary Refio^ of Pata from National Survey of 
transport^t^Ton Handicapped People (Qrey, as a basis for comparison, 

the cbmpbsitibri of the urban population of Washington is typical in some 
respects and aty5pical in others. While 11 petceut of the, total urbati 
population are 65 ^nd over and 52 percent are female, 1\. 6 percent of 
Washington's population are 65 antf over- arid 53.7 percent are female. The 
total urban population is 81 percent whfte, however^ whites comprise bril^^,. 
26*9 percent of Washington's total pbpulatiori.^ 

Accbrdirig to the 1980 census, the elderly population in the District 
of Columbia is 61.6 percent female arid 38.4 percent male. The racial 
composition bf the elderly population is 37.5 percent white, 60.9 percerit 
black and 1.6 percent other races. , 

Ori October 29, 1975 the Couricii of the District of Coliinbia pasled 
D.C. taw No. i-2A establishing an Office on Aging. Title II, Sec. 201 (d) 
defines the term "aged", in the District of Columbia, tp mean a |>ersbri 60 
years of age or older. Title III* Sec.; 301 .establishes the Office on 
Aging as '"^e . . l^ihgle administrative unit , Responsible to the mayor, to 
administer Bhe provisions bf the Older Americans ^t (P. L. 89-73, as 
amended)* such other programs as shall be delegated to it b^Tthe Mayor or 
the Council of the District of Cblumbia, and to promote the welfare of the 
aged." . 

In keeping with its maridate, the D.C. Office on Aging is the sole 
agericy within the District of Colombia responsible fbr the coordination 
of transportation and social services for the eWerly. The Office on Aging 
has recently implemented, thr^h a public/private partriership with the 
United Planning Orgariizatidri, a consolidated,, eentrally dispatched trans- 
pbrtatibri system for the elderly arid handicapped. : 



REPOR T ORGANIZATI ON 

J This report is divided into seven chapt;ers arid appendices. The n^t 

five chapters (2-5) preserit the results and analysis of the five cc^porierits 
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of the prSjict': Chapter two provides ^'hr baaicirSand to the study through ' 
the expldration and analysis of existing literature 'On the elderly ai biers 
of special "transponatibn services; chapter three xdeStifies the target 
population arid socio-economic characteristics of users arid rionasers of 
special ^ransp^rt -services; chapter^our presents the survey reaults from 
telephone interviews with providers of special trarispOrt services; chapter 
five examines reaaons for nohutilization of services ba^e^i on results bj 
field interviews with elderly nohuseis; and chapter six summarizes thfe re- 
sults of the fbcused/^^rbup discussions held in the community. , » 

The firial chap£i^r to the Report highlights the major findings and 
presents reco5men|^t:ion.s fbr ptoblem solutions and guidelines for implemen- 
tation. The apl^eti4ices, contain: complete lists bf groups and organize- • 
tions partxci|^ting in the study arid interview sites; and survey instru- 
ments used in the s 
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CHAPTER TWe 




'special transportation services for. the EtDERLl 



rAN OVERVIEW 



Piss^ge of 'the foiibwing legislation has . codtribUted tfl^he push for 
We-traiisportation Tor*" the Nation's elderly arid handicai 

1. Older Americans Act teendments of 1978 - establishing tf^porta- 
'tion as one of the priority ^treas and increasing funds tb^^^spent 

on priority services to 50 percent bf allbCatibns under this^ct;: 

2. Section 16(ai of the Urban MasS Trarispbrtatibn Xct'of 1964, as, ^ 
amended', marid«tirig special e|forts in transportation planning arid 

~ desigri to assure effe:ctive utilizatibri bf mass ttarisit by the 

elderly arid haridicapped; 

3. Section J6(b) bf the Urban Mass -Transportation Act ^ -al amerided, 

' providing capital assistance graiits; tb ribri-prbfit organizations to 
provide transpbrtatibn services which meet the needs of th^e elderly 
arid haridicapped; and 

4. Department of Transportation Regulatibns mandating implementation 

^ of Section 504 bf the RehaSitition Act of l973's anti-discrimination 
provision. , _ 

in response to the coniressional demarid for iliiRrovements in meeting / 
the mobility needs bf the elderly, , there 'has been ^a tremendous growth in - \ 
the number of special transport services thrbughbUt the United States. 
However, the limited capacities of the systems as well 'as fundirig restric- 
tibris limitirig eligibility and trip purpose have proven to be barriers to . 
xjse of special transportation (IPA, 1980; Cutler,' 1979). 

The 1976 report of the Select Cbmmittee bri Agirig, SenioiL Transporta- 
tion-Ticket 'to Dignity , states that transportation or mobility prbblems 
cbnfrbnting the elderly are multif aceted . Nbt bnly must the limitations bf 
the transportation netwbrk itself be surmounted, but the factbrs which.limifc: 

1 ' ■ 
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ti' Demand 



**i y ^ populations; 
1 / 3 . Cddpera tion an 



constraints in ^t 




The insight gained fch 
strengthened ^the framework fo 
ing> surveys' and primary data s 

The concept of special trahspbrtat] 

Handicapped persons has, existed for some 

c_ . _ i_. _ _ '' _ '_ ' ■ »_ , , 

' service agencies and- voluntary brgariizatidns 

, ' ■ ■ _ _ ■ * 

• .pf 'the transportapion needs df the elderly and 

This has frequently been in the fdrin 9f volunteers, 

. transpoi^ting ^Iderty persons tQ and from a medical 

used to take the elderly oh a recreational duting. 

ht^ '■ _ _ 1^ _ „ . 

cefit df special transportation is the scope afndi extent of ""iPBte^c^^i organi- 

tf zational and managerial formality* arljd the' extent of , doordiria^^Bi and inte-* 
\ gratidn with other'^systems 

While programs ahd'special'.transpdr^ seryicps aimed at;^iiW^|easing 

the mobility of th^ elderly andr^andic^pped have been expanding at .a rapid 



rate, a gap has deveidpeS betwfefen service -godls aftd service levels, 



The 
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Urban Consortium's Transportation Needs: and' Prbgram SuniSiary (Public Tech- 

)lbgy, Ihc^, 1978) cbhciudes that ^tty' solutions considered in closing that \ 
gap iiUst include: examination of problems posed by Federal Regulations; 
/methbddlbgies tb predict demand for special transportation; and exploration 
of ways to reach elderly, handicapped and transit-dependent |)ersbris to de- 
scribe available trarispbrtatibri services. ^ , . • • . 

\ Ji The multiplicity of f^der^l regulations* which govern special tranSpbrta- 
tion'Sefvices at the Ibcal level have often perplexed both the tr^nspof tatiSi . 
■• 'prd^>,iders atid the Administrative Agencies o^ Aging (AAA), charged with imple- 
* me,n ting programs. Eight different federal agencies administer more ^han 36 
prbgrams providing significant aSbunt^o^ money fdr trahspbrtat ion services 
(Select\eomnittee oh Agihg^ 1976). However, a determination of the true 
r level bfVederal funding for special transportation services is at present 
--a s^ebalative venture. Most bf the funds used to provide .Special t^anspor- 
tatibn seriaces are blended with funds for other kinds of activities (DREW, 

1975).^ \> . ■ . ' -^ - " . 

The dupricative nature of the special trahspbrtat ibji services which 

"^evolved through\the varibus federal funding sources has generally been rec- 
ognized (IPA, Ecosometrics, 1980 DREW, 1975). The numerous program fund- 
ing sources for special trahspbrtat ion services have created a plethora of 
criteria for determining eligible user .^^rpups arid expenditures^ Different 
pUgrams have differing defini^ibnt^ bf elderly arid handicapped (e.g. age^ , 
user eligibility requirements, permissable expenditures^ etc. GThe&e differ- 
ing program requirements are discussed further its the section on coordirra- 
tion and cooperation). The nature of the present, system has resulted in the 
overlapping of services tb bne client gi^up while often excluding other pop- 
ulatibh%rbups in need of ti;ansportat ion services. (Cutler^ 1979; IPA, Eco- 
sometrics, 1980). * ' ^ ^ ^ 

SbcLal service agencies have been at the fbrefroht bf special t^rattspor-. 
tation services for the elderly. Mbst special transportation services have 
been run, either directly or indirectly through referrals, as. bne e:omponent 
of the malti-purpose sbcial service center . Hoover, while s^ial service 



f 
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ptdgrams^seem to meet the heeds of clients served, not ^all persons-requir- . 

ihg trahSpbrtatibri, assistance are serv^ programs (Broytft^ 1972). 

Insufficiency 35 funds threatens the survivaj. of some special transport 

• ' » 

. tat ibh projects difi^ differ ihg interpretations of .eligible expeigditures limibs 

Werage of transpCriatibn services (DHEW> 1975). Current attempts to ai- ^ 
; leviate these problems focusi oil coordination and cooperation in the bpecatidn 
- of special transportation systems.-' In general Tbarriexs to coordinatioti _ ^ 
created by federal regulation include-*age dif f ereStials between programs , ^ _ 
incotfle^rekrictions^, health ah$i physical condition, and geographical area of . 
coverage-. ' Franchise . restrictions and laborx^negotiation? on wage level dif- 
ferentials at the local level have also timited attempts at coordinating 
systems (DHEW, 1975). . -'.•'%.■ 

' • The inherent weakness in. demand forecasting, in terms of accuracy, has 
also contributed to the gap between service goals and service levels. Cur- 
rent planning: tecbniquis , often :anadequate , may result in the underesti®-- 
tion of demand levels and consequently insufficient service ^cafiacity to 
meet transportation needs (IPAi Ecosbmetrics , 1980). Any atteipt to narrow 
the gap between demand and ^supply mast examine issues surrounding dem&nd 
estimation methodology. • • 

Central to any discussion of methodologies for predicting demand, for 
special transportation is an understanding of what constitutes demand for 
services. While thes^e is .general agreement ^that demand represents a market 
expression of actual trips mSde and need ref lect&"soie fixed amount of ' 
.travel necessary to obtain the minimum necessities, the area of desire for^ 
travel, expressed as latent demand, lacks the same concensus; It is extreme- 
ly dif^tewit to objectively "differentiate between rie^d, and desire for travel 
(IPft, 1975). Since constraints, arid/br "impedence'^ values ^eitrict the number 
of : trips people cart and will make, it is difficult to forecast demand be- 
cause of the Wny variables that impiHp~i:fopper , iNocess, EapaL4ii*1976i^ 

Estimates of demand for special transportation services for the 
elderly have evolved as a cbnjplement to traditional modelling apprbaches 
(Rosehbloom, et. al. 1^81). While most ujrban areas- have mbdels for estimat- 
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ing travel behavior, the ibd^ls are"' hot usu^iiy disaggregated sdffici.entiy -tp' 
isbiati travel demands' of sub-population g^5api iuch .as the elderlyMMiilef , ^ : 
19761. This fragmented approach to understanding the nature of user demand 
has led to .the applicatibji of methods with little modification for the 
spefciai characteristics of older people (IPAV Ecbsometrics', 1980). 

Travel behavior does pot alter substantially as one gets older. It is ^ 
the quality as ^opposed to quantity, that deteriorates w£th age (Paaswell, 
Ede*i-s^in, 1976). Therefore, the provision of spefcial transportation ser- 
vices to meet the qualitative needs of .the elderly takes on added importance . 
Elderly and handica\)ped traveliers are also mbre like others in the sbcib- 
^ecbnoisic grbup'than they are like others in the age br disability group 
(Rosenbloom, et. al. 1981). ^imilkr variables affecting other populatibri age . 
groups, e.g. income, vehicle ownership, residential locatibpl''and availabilr 
ity of public transpbrtatiori, alsb influence elderly t^ip rates (IPA» 1975). 
Improved methodologies* for Predicting travel demand- fbr pbpulation sub-groups 
should focus on the special ViaraCteristics of ' these groups. 

The thira^ area of consideration for clbsirig the gap between service J \ 
goals and service leve"ls focuses on identi^ng and servicing elderly pbpu- . 
iatioris-. , A'lthbugh specraf transportation services have^been expanding rap- 
idly,, many elderly are still unaware of their" availability. Older persbhs 
who ar^ aware ^f^s-pecial programs, frequently appear to be those who need 
the services, less (Bro,ckway, Brockway," i980-). Many elderly «ho are vaguely 
aware bf cfie existence of such programs db not kribw' where or how to get the 
.services. H%ce, some form bf a Cbmmunity outreach program would increase 
otilizatibn rates amon^the eligible elderly whb need transportation assis- 



tance 



Publicity weaknesses, where ho relevant grbUp is- adequately apprised of ^ 
program information, are bburid tb l^ad to service gaps (Reder, et. al., 1980). 
Merely disseminating data _on servicj^s ihrough the usual media or organiza- ' ^ 
HonaT^channels may not be the most effective way of reaching target pbpu- 



latibhs. Although individuals may hear abbut ihfbrmation from one coiSunica- 
tion channel (e.g., mass media), informatron received by a differeht Cbm- 
municatibn channel (e.g., personal contact) may motivate them to use the 
services (Arnold, Bley^ Frehch, 1980). 



* While cbtmniinity outreach is* a Jiecessary and desirable gbal^ disincen- 
tives to vigorously pursuing that goal exist in many cbnnmihities with limit- 

' ✓ '__ • 

ed' resources - Many special transportation systems acknowledge that they 

have «mpty seats on demand responsive trips. However > they feeVthat the 
;uhused capacity does^hdt necessarily constitute excess capacity/ for projee^ 
expand ion ,\bdc raCher is^ a natural consequence of the inherent jinef f iciehcy 

. of den^hd-respbhsive trarfepbtt^ (IPA, 1976). ^ 

Wtie^e' there is an t^ckss qf- Remand over^supplyi there is little inceh- 

• tive to deliberately lirideftaki? activities to increase that level oi« excess \- 
demand. Motivating older persons to use a system which cahhbt accoiqpdate 
them may well be perceived by local age,ticies as inviting frustration and 
resentment. Outreach efforts aimed a£ identifying and actively seryicirig 
addicibnal persons are iSpre likely to be expanded' when increased serv^ice 
capacity or alternatives become available. ^ f^^ 



ERIC 



DEMAND ESTIMATION 



sti 



The extent jof latent demand among elderly and handicapped pers<?hs for 
transportation services is subject to varying interpretations, the Idck of, 
consensus on travel desired among these sub-groups is fbjLind in. concept def- 
initions as well as technique. While it is generall^agreed that latent , 
dffifiand is represented fty some measurement of* the difference between actual' 
trips taken and those that might be taken Under differing conditions, it is 
still subject to debate whether the resulting figures represent desired de- 
hd for travel or fbt ^rticipation in other activities. • 

A study on elderly and hah4icapped ridership patterns (Rbsehblbbm^ 
et al. 1981) cbhcludes that there is littae^e^^pei^^ current 
travel needs of the elderly, and handicapped ar^i^jib^ being meti The authors 
state that the heed fbr trahspbrt^t ion that is somet imea^expressed by these 
groups is moreffikely an 'expression of their desire tb^be^bre mbbile^ more 



^ : _ 

V 

— ^ _ : 

^ 



'*iridei)erideht and tnoW scavS/ SiUari . an^achs ' (1975) stu|y of J^festyles ; 
and*transp5?tation Seeds yzTf the elderly conclddes thit latent dftiahd for 

. improved transportation/services is expressed 'by the large number of elderly 
in all income poups ^ho are hbt travelling. However, the authors point but 
that imprb*>i!.ng transportation alone will 'not increase the Sobility of the ^ 

elderly. ( , " - 

* An earlief*; study on transpoipatipn needs of the elderly (Markovitz, 1971) 
concludes that deduced physical capacity and lack "of. incoie to participate in 
ibre activities resulted in a low level of demand for publi© transit. This ^ 
' studV suggests that ra'ther than providing i^high level of transmit services, 
* other needed services should be brought closer to the/elderly. 

Miller (1976), in "Latknt Travel Demands of the Elderly and Handicapped", 
and Hoel, et, al. (1968), in Latent Jemand for Urban Tra hspOrtatton. attempt to 
classify lateht deSand by type. Miller presents a hierarchial api^oacS to 
latent demand. ■ He states, that in order for a person to participate in an 
activity', he/she Sbst be aware of the activity, be able to participate and 
desire to participate. Latent demand xh the difference between existing par- 
ticipation rates and those that would come about through a different set 
•of' circumstances..' Therefore, latent transportation demand exists whenever 
i there is latent deiand for activity paS^icipation . Miller's Sodel dis- '.^ 
tinguisl^s demand for non-transportation activities (implied latent demanS) 
from' latent demand for transportation (direct latent demand)_.„_iiillfixls_ 



pproach is to disaggregate the population according tO professed desire 
for transport participation and then to determine the potential for increased 

travel by the sub-groups^ ^ , 

Hoel (1968), et ,al., ideritifild four different types of latent demand. 
The two which are Of interest to this study ^differentiate between two types 
of desired but unfalfilled travel. One type of demand comes about because 
demand cannot be met by the existini transportation system. The second 
exists "because of other socib-^cOriOmic characteristics. ; 

Another technique for estimating travel demand uSes characteristics of 
the services provided at the sOcial kervice agency as the basis for estimat- 



/ 
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eti. al.f 1976). 'The "attractiviness" of the 



ing participation rates (Pb^#r.» 
services becomes the basis for demand forecasts • The planner develops es- 



timates of trips ^ by purpose^ using existing data and comparable data. Once 
the number of trips for each purpdse is . determined ^ planning thfen becdtnes-a 
process of allbcatihg tri.ps by md<^e and est imaging ^nofljers that Would switch 

>i . ' • j ' 

modes. . » W . . ^ 



the assumption by sbciil* sei?|vice agencies thfit iixideri^i^izat ion of > 
social services is a transportatiion problem is hot suppprtedsby objective* 
evidence (Rbseriblobm^ et.^al., l981)- i Rosenbtoom'^ sttidy pn ridership pat- 
terns concludes that with t^e expption of congregate ^al services, 
pfbvisibh bf transpbrtaticfi will] not bring an influx of ne 



the 

new social service 



clients • 



Bochner and Stuart ,;^iil|tpei^r 1977 study^ conclude that latent travel 
dematid appears to c6ncentc|ijfe ajiang transit dependent persons living in - 



househblds with rib autQiSb\ji& Of'^with dne auto, and three onrmore adults, 



Car ownership ana. aVaiiabili^fcy'ire the ke'y dM^erenpe betweetTt^ose who 
have latent demand for travel! Spd those who do not. ?GreyrT978). 

While low levels of perCeijved demand may represent an acceptance of 
present constraints CBdChner^ Stuart, l97Hv^^essed desire to travel ;does 



not necessarily reflect what > C(ri6 wdUld db if ide^l transportation were 
available. Techniques of de^nd forecast ifig of fer only rough apprbximat ions 
of travel need or desireVp^^ [ *be more, appropriate -than-«ibther--for- a 
particular situation, jlf propSr caupion is not exercise<L in the use of 
demand estimates ^ then 6y|rihv|estment in services and equipment may be the 

cbstly result. 1 • i 1? 

Since .expressed desire for travel does not necessarily translate direct- 

^. ^ TJ _ /_ I - _ - - - _ _ _-. 

iv into need, local commsiniti^:^ must develop methbdblbgies fbr assessing 

^ ^ ■ ' ? *_ " 

need for transit afeori^ l,bcal populations. Current needs assessment metho- 



ddldgies include: 
1 . Surveys 

2. Citizen Participatioji 

3. Secbhdary data analy|sis ^ - ^ ^ , 
Many coinmunities use a combiriation of two br three techniqdes to develop 
their needs assessment ptbjecjt ions . ^ 
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' The .principal methods of surveying utilized in «ie elderly needs .as- 
sessment studies are ttti hd'usihbl^^rvey and th^ social service agency / 

^survey. The surveying technxque's generally used include home ijlterviews, 
telephohe suryeysarid mail surveys.' The survey instruients have- focused on 
two ari^sV sdcib-economic characteristics of the^target population and 

travel behavior. -^^.^ : ' 

gijch of the surveying techniques used has Iritripsic weaknesses. The 
home interview is a relatively high cost Siethod, parCicuiSly whe^ a. large- 
sample spread over a vide geographical area is involved, ^fhile th^^le- 



phone Interview offers many of ttie advantages of a ho^e interviev^ at^ cet 
duced costs, it excludes pkople without telephones, Tiiahy of whdm^ are lo| 



I- 



income and in need of aervijces. Although mai'l sbrvays can be sent to a 
^"-v^ry large sample of the 'target group, response rates are frequently very 
low (Middendo^f, HassaH' 1980). ilbtivation factors , which influence vAo re- 
.sp6nds*^tb the tnsil survey may_ ai?o increase sdtiiple tias.. • 

Surveying social servici agencies and/or their- clients does not yield 
. a resprtfseritative Lmple of /the elderly in an ur|)an area.' Many elderly who 
are in need \5f trahlportatioh . kssistanc* are. not clients of .the organiza- *- 
tions and agencies contacted. Howeve^, surveys of these agencies :^y pro- 
vide a starting poiftt for identifying eligible elderly populations.. 

Citizen participation mechanisms bfteti used in heeds asiesisment in- 
:cl.ude: information disseminaiiph^ public hear'ingfs',, community forums, ^; 
citizen advisot^ consfiiittees and worfesfiops Many cbmnuriities use a cod- 
binatioH'^of information dissemiriatibn arid^ feedback mechanisms in .conjunt- 
'tiph with surveys to determine travel nfeeds of tfc^ elderly. While citizen 
participation is effective Vheh used' in conjunction with bother' te^niques ^ 
it cannot be used effective.ly. as. the Jtole determinant of trivel needs. 

i The third bechnique bils^h 'used iri nee'ds ass^swnent is secondary data ^ - 
ilysis. Although the secbniacy data -were ^eher^lly collected for anptHer 



ana J 



purpose, the data sets'ari btteri useful in identifying target populations \ 
and sbine elements of travel behavior... Secondary sburces freqaehtly' used in 



needg assessment iociadei ' UiSs CeSsus reports; local studies arid surveys; 
UfiTA's Nafiprialj Survey ot^TrajiS^ptt^^tipn Hardlicapped People; and, re|istra- 
tion^files for ^social ^fehrices- ig^ncfes and departments of motor vehicles. 
Although rib sit^gle secondly sdiirci provides complete and accdrate^ infor-* 
matidn.on trani^pottation handicapped people in a particular urbari area^ 
use of this irifoniiatibri c^iri reduce the cost of collecting primary data 
(Middendorf ^ H^sam, 19^). 0 ' • * ' j ■ ^ * 
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• ■ . V. . . |_. _ • _•_ . • : - 

/Fragment^tfon in the deijvery of special trarisportatibri services. ;has 



Resulted iS tl^e iriefficierit axs^ bf limited resources. The consequences^, of 
. such a fragmented approach inclu^te. duplication of effort^ uriderutilizat ibri 

of services arid higher service costs (Cutler, 1979). While interagency 

j _ ' _. _ _ _ ____ 

cQbjier:atibri ^nd codtdination have been required by most federal agericies 

providing funding for transpbrtatibri services, the isultitude of teipiire- 

mentAS among jthe agencie^. has created barriers to effective implemeritatibri' 

of cobrdina£ibri activities ^IPA^ 1976). . 

r _ ■ , ■ ^ ■ _"■ _'. _ " _ 

Barriers to effective coordinatibn of transpbrtat ion services revolve 
around fui>4irig, planriirig dpd service delivery Cutler ( 1979) identified 
several b^^rriers within' th^'se areas : ^ * 



EKLC 



/r 

lEJig^bility requir^emernrsT - 
* Definition of elderly arid fearidicapped; 



* Services identified or defined; 



'* Geographical cbverage; . ' 

* Methods of payment; 

Fees br xontribut ibris ; arid "X,^ 

* Service restrictions. ' ^v,^ . 

The various regulatory arid i^^^iative' requi^merits bf differerit ageri- 
cies and' prpgfams: have created mariy pbteritial arid perceived barriers to co- 

_ _ > .. ._ - _ - - • -_ _ 

ordinatiori.of services at the loc^ level, etrt'ler (1979) indicates that 
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mast programs providing special trahspbrtatibh services consider such ser- 
vice to be a means of access to their primary service provided, e.g.^ 
health, rehabilitative and social services to client populations. Thus, 
while ^rnost federal programs have mandated coordination, it cannot always, 
be readily implemented or achieved. ^ 

Although potential barriers to cdbrdination of special transportation 
seirvices do exist, they can often be overcome if there is a strong com- 
mitment to do so at the state and local level (IPA, 1976; Cutler, 1979). 
Still, rather*,tlian surmount perceivefi barriers, social service agencies of- 

' ' ' 4 • 

ten'finS it easier or more expedient to provide their own transportation to 
agency clientele (Byrkhardt , 1977). Theoretically coordination may sound 
like a "good idea", however^ imp leineh ting the concept may»^ threaten the social 
service agency ' s control of funds, client^ loyalty^ and visibility iii the 
community (Cutler, 1979). ■ : " 

Wil-J:inghess to cooperate In the coordination of special transport 
services' can be influenced by agency size and financial stability . Saltzman 
(1980) reports that^gencies with long term financial security have less of a 
barrier to coordination than those agencies seeking such security, "^^oten^ 
loss of cdritrdl over any source of funds may be more critical: for agencies 
devoting much of their time to seeking grants and/or financial sectjrit^. 

The small social service ^ncy with no regularly operating transpor- 
tatioti project is more enthusiastic about coordination than the large agency 
with p well-established transportation program (IPA, 1976). However, IPA 
also indicated that agencies with transportation servioes apt to bfecome the 
nucleus of a consolidated systei are generally:,supportive of <:odrdination. 
Since coordination would result in an expansion of services by the agencies^ 
they are less concern^ about protecting their "turf". 

"Turf" issues 4rd hot often cited as a barrier^ to coordination by Ipcal 
agencies involved in ^he provision of special trahspdrtatidn services. How- 
ever, Saltzman ( 19^)| indicates that rather than expose local conflicts on 
"turf", many agencies' emphasize externally imposed barriers (e.g., lack of 
funds ^ service restri^'ct ions , etc. ) as the hindrance to coordinatian. 
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The historical developtnfent of ^peciaJr^-trdnspbrtatx^ services . for the 

eideriy as an adjunct to the provision of social services rather than to 
public transit has also fragmented planning for the transportation needs 
of the elderlf^. Transportation planning for the^eh^ population usually • 
occurs in the local trahspbrtatibri agencies and ^ggiostal ptantiing bodies ; 
planty.ng for the transportation needs of elderly is often done by social ser- , 
vice Agencies andr/br the Ibcal agency on aging. Adequate, consideration wiii^^ 
not be given to the transportation needs of the elderly unless all grou|)s aji4 
agencies involved participate in a cbbrdinated transportation planning process 
(IPA,1976). Only then can the desirable extent of linkages tb and balance 
between, spcscial trahspbrtatibri services and traditional' transportation be 

determined. ♦ " * 

Informatibn on. reasons for riot usirtg particular types of transit can b 
useful in establi&tixn^ a proper balance between special trarispbrt 
and other modes -p^ iiritraurbari travel. Reasons for nonutitizatibn of transit 
services, in conjunction with .other data,^ can Indicate the .^^terit tci which 
lack of lisS is or is not related to specific variables (e.g. need, disability^ 
etd.); it can also suggest possible changes to maximize the effecti y fi u se 
of differeht transit bptibtis (Middendorf, Hassam, 1980)-^ 

> '" The" i^eniainder of this* paper fbcuses bh reasbris arid issijlbs involved in the 
nfinutilizatibn bf special transpdrtatidn services by the urban elderly; the 
extent to which lick of use relates tb specific variables J and, suggested 
changes tp improve service delivery to the eideriy who- are transportation 
handicapped. • .... 



CHAPTER THREE 



■ ■ ^- ■ eHARACTERiSTieS OF USERS AND NONUSERS OF 

SPECiia- -TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

< ■ . ' _ * 

■ ' __ _1 .-^ - -_ 

In this chapter, a socio-economic profile of elderly users arid nonusers 

of special trahsportatibh services is presented. This profile includes the 

osition of the population, social contacts and tr^hsportatidn prdblems. 




METHODOLOGY 



The socio-economic profiles are constructed from data contained in 
the raw data files for the Elderly Needs Analysis Survey completed by the 
Bureau of Social Science Research(BSSR) in 1978. The BSSR was contracted 
by the D.C. Office oh Aging to collect and analyze data from a survey of^ 
the noniristituttonaiized elderly, age 60 and over, living within the Dis- 
trict of Gdlumbia. 

Using a random-digit-dialihg technique, BSSR coiiipleted interviews with 
1572 elderly resideiits in the. District oF^ofumbia. The Sampling error 
given Jot this survey is approximately three percent at the 95 percent con- 
fidence level arid apprdxiisiately four percent at the 99 percent cohf iderice y 
level. A further note of caution is given by the BSSR that because of \ 
elements df pride arid desired independence among the elderly^ their rieeds 
may be understated. ' 

Three questions, crucial to this study were asked in the Elderly Needs 

Analysis Surveys 

1 . Ddes lack of transportation keep you from doing thirigs ydu rieed dr 
would like to. do?., ^ 

2. Dd ydu have need of the kind of services offered by the trarispdr- 

— tat.ioa-lor^ ±ha— elderly _p.rd^^^ — — \' 



3. Are you participating in the transportation for the elderly pro- 
grams at the present time? 
Survey fdrms with affirmative responses 'to need or participatidri, questidris 
2 and 3 respectively^ were used td ideaJ:i^y the socio-economic character is- 
tics preserited in this chapter. ]^ There were 225 respondents whd indicated a 
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need for slJecial trarisportatibh ^ arid 31 who said that they partici- 

. ' , ' _ '^V J : . . 

pd,Ced^. iJS kut'h 'prdgraxns^ While\the precision of the sample subset has de- ' 

creased' somewhat, the resporisis are diifficierit to construct the. socio-eco- 

ribidic prpfiie. Because of the smalt sjrapie for users of special trahspor-: 

fattbn^ the meastiremerit e'r^br is^ over severi percent^ 

Using" siilected socio-economic variables, a series of crbss tabulftibhs 

.was. completed f or : ' ' • - . ' 

( 1) General Pbpuiatipri ^ respbrident^ indicating neither a need for 

' ' . -■ ^ . , — ^ * ' 

nor use bf idpecial transportation services. 

:_ j . _ ^-^-9 — ^ -- : - 

'<2) „ Users - respondents indicating both the need for and use of 

■ ' ' ^ ^ . •__ '_,» ' 

'special trarispbrtatloh services. . ' _ 

isT Nonusers ^ respondents pLrid^atirig a need for but not using spe- 
' ^ cial transportation services. 

J, _ 7^ ' / V ^ ■ . i. 

These profiles have beea^ furt her an alyzed to determine the dpecific 

variables, within these groups ^ which relate to the use or nonuse of special 

trarispbrtatibri seryic.eSi 



COMPOSITION OF - THE 

The 1980 Census f i,gures putrtshed by l^e U.Si- Department of eomBiercei^ 



Bureau of eenstts^ref^rt^ ttie- 0.^ • Pqpulatiori age 68. and over as j lb3i6S5.^- 
This fig^e- isQys isWfiVm l'97fr- estimated palliation figures 

published by. the. Municipal Plahtiing Dffi<^-I.ri the^ District of gol^ia. 
The 1976 popu^lSti^ estiiaatf^s were uiilizeS inj^t1>e Eldiarly Ne6^^^ 
Sur^y dong. by^t^e Bureau <*f Sbcial Science Research. < > . , ' 

The'(?r5i^tiy popuiation ,in the District of eolumbia, age.Sa and ovexj , ' 

represeriE -1^/2 percent of the total pbpuiatipri-. The pppuiatibn age\ and 

^ / ' " ^_ __ _ '__ _. •_ ^ _ _'_ _ 1 '' . '' 

:<)vej: i^Vri . 15 percent of the total. ^ Of those persons age ^60 and over, 51, 6^* 

p^r'ceJF ST~fencaie^and 'p;.A .p^cent-' ar^ xnale rTABLE~3- O . "Af~ tlfe" pbpttla t 

gets"bltier^ the percentage «f females increases from 57.1 percent tp -^5 4' ' : 

percent of the total. ^ , * ' ' - >r,. 



TABLE 3'-\ 

©istributioh of D.C. Population 60 ^nd 
- Over by Age and Sex 



• ftfiR- MALE . lEMAfcE (X) TOTAL 

60-^,- 12,632 ' ^42. 9) : 16,821 ^ (57.1) 29.452 

65-69 10^757 _(40.8) 15,594 (59.2) 26.351 

70-74 7,590 '(38.3) 1^.253 (6U7) 19.843 

7540 ' * 4,657 (34.7) 8,760 (65.3? 13,417 

80-85 -. 2T493 (30.4) 5,716 (69.6) 8,-269 

85* 1,696 (26.6) 4,686 (73.4) 6.382 ^ 

Total • 39,825 (38.4) 63,830 (61.6) 103,655 

" . 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census^ 198$. 



(%) 



(28.4) 
(25.4) 
(19.1)^ 
(12.9) 
( 7.9) 

( etty^ 

( 100 ) 



SSERS AND NONUSERS - , - • - . 

■ Of the total respondents to the Elderly Needs -Ariaiysis Sar7ey,' 13.6 
>B)erCent reported -a need for special transportation programs and 2 percent 
teportetf participation in such prog^ais (TABLE 3-2)', This gtfidy, assumid . ^ 
that 9.8 percent of the D.C. Population age 60 and ovir >Jo 'trot use special A 
•tTahsportatiori services. This assumption was rilcessar'y since only respon- 
dents indicating a need" foV special transportation we« a»ked if they pm- 
ticipated in the programs". The utilization rate for thosi .eligible elSer- 
ly who need ipecial trahSpbrtation services is 14.7 percent; ,_ ^ 



RACE AND SEX 



The coSposition of the general population, age 60 an^i over?; who do not 
^ use special transportation services is 62.5 percent |tinwhite and 37,5 per- ^ 
cent white. The distribution by sex is 61.6 percent female pd 38.4 percent 

• . * ^ t. 
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inale. This distribution by racfe and sex approximates that found ii> the 
total elderly population, " ' 

_ ! ?. '__ ' * ~ ~ ~ 

Users of special transportation in Washihgtbiii D.C, are 95,3 percent 
honwhite. While only 4.7 percent pf the users, are white, j7.5 p.ercent of 
nonusers who need transportation assistaSce are White (TABLE 3r3). The 
white population in the-District of Columbia is* heavily concentrated in the^ 
more affluent wards in the city where social seryices.^in'' general are less 
focused . * ' ' 

As reported in the data from the^ National Survey of Transportation 
Handicapped People <Grey> 1978) and other studies, transporta^on handi- 
capped people .are fmore likely to be female. The majority of users and non- 
users Who heed special trahsportatibn services tjx the District of Colombia 
are female^ A higher percentage of mei who nee<| trahspdrtatidh assiatahce 
use 'social transport services (18,4 percent) than wotnen who need and use 
such services ( 13.6 percent ) 



HOUSEHOLD-^ 



Most of .the general population that does hot use special trahsporta- 
tib'h live either aloti^ (30.5*percent) or 'with a spouse only (30.5 percent) 



" Both users |nd honusers wha need special trahspbrtatibh services; are wpre > 
likely to live aVohe^ 38.5 'petceht atid 38.0 percent respectively, and less ; 
likely to Irye with spouse ohly^ 10.3 t>^«^nt i^d 15.4 percent respective^^^ 
ly^ thah the elderly i^bpulatidn in general. Users of special transporta- 
^ion are much more likely to live with relatives other than children than 
either the general population (17.1 percent) or nonusers who need special 

^transportation (19.2 percent). As indicated in TABLE 3-4^ very few elderly 
in any of the groups live with unrelated individuals. Institutionalized 
elderiy-axe not inciudedr ittT^fie r^: . ; : 
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Total 



TABLE 3-2 

* Population 60 and Over in the District of Cbliifife^a 
by Use of Special Transportation Service 



(N) 



jSeneral Population Users > Honuaers . 

m X <N) % <^y ^ 



Elderly — , ... 

Needs, ^ ' 

Survey ^ ' ^ 

1 ft y Q ^ _ _ _ _ _ ^ ______ 

105,200^ nOO) 103,08n(9^.b) 2,jr0 (2.0) 12,201 (11.6) 

IdMSS^ ,( 100) ' 101,582- t98.0) 2,0^3_(2.O) 12,024 (11.6) 



/ " 

a Source 



^al population figure - Municipal Planning Office, 1976 

Estimates 

b Source: Total* population figure - DepartS^nt of eonifirce, 1980 Census 



Note: Prbportidnal distributions^ basefl on Survey distributions of 

Eldlrly Needs Analysis Survey, Bureau of Social Science Research. 



5 TABLE 3-3 

Percentage Distribution of Elietly Users and Nonusers of 

Special Transportation Services by jtace and Se» ^ 



Group 


Race 




Sex 






Nbnwhite ^ 


White , 


^Maie J 


Female 


General Pbpuldtibri 


61.8 


38.2 


38.7 


61 .S 


Users 


95.3 


4.7 : 


23.3 


76.7 


Nonusers 


-82.5-^^ 


17.5 


17.8 ., 


M-2_- 



Source: Elderly Needs Analysis Survey, Bureau of SOci4U5<iience Research. 
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;•■ f;'" : . a... .-'^v^'-' .-TABLE ' 3^4 

HoUsehbrci Cbmpd ppr DijSv.Pppu^^ 60 and Over .^ 



Hbusehbl4 , 
Cbi&pbsitibh 



Popaiptijon . 


;■■ . ■.-'b;-: Users 
% 


Nonusers 


30.5 ' 


38^5 .■ 


.' ^'38.G;;;^;,_ 




10.3 






V ;■• ri2.8 - : 


' 2^.2 ' ' ■ ^■ 


■ 17. i ' 




;.• 19.2' ■■ 


5.4 


'2^6 


■ 5.3 ■ : .■ 



Live Albhes 

SgptSs e ^biily 

With ehildreh 

With Other Re^i^atives 

/ - _ _ _ fa 
Unrelated Persons 

or Other Cbmbihatibiis 



Source: /Elderly Needs Analysis Purvey, Bureau of Sbcial Sc>hde Res^atc^^^^ 



EBHCATION " - ■ ■ ^ - . • 

- - / ■ - ■ • ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ . " ^ 

r / ^ _ 

/Both users and hbriuSers who need special transportatibn, have lower. edu-» 
cational levels than the general elderly population. While 47 .7- p^^^^ 
of the general population have not completed high school » 90.2 percent and; 
68li percent of users and nonusers who need speciai" transportation respec-^ 
lively, have not completed Jiigh school. As indicated in Figure 3^1 j_ almost^ 
two-thirds of the users of special 'tr^spottation have riot ione beypnd 8th 
/grade. Transportation handicapped persons in g^eral have lower edqcat ion 
levels than the total population (Grey, 1978). 

. . ■ - ■ ' ' . 

'■ ' " - ' ■' • .:f^ ". ■ \- _:.[ 

While W?shingt5S, D.G. is T)redbmiriaritly a city .of rlnteSs^ the elder-; 
iy are more likely to, OWti their dwelling uriit . A slight Wjbr^y (52 .7 
percent > of the general elderly p<^pulati6n omi their ^otos, wfij^^ 
Special trairsiibrtition rent (65.0 perceScJ o^'liVe in subsidiz^hb^jsWfe 
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subs 
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(10 percentjw As shown iii^TABLE 3-5, nonuser^whb need special trahspQrta- . i; 

tidii have a higher percentage of hbmeownership (38.1 percent) than users, ' . 

and ire less likely to live in subsidized housing (3.2 percent); Many < ■ 

idized buildings ior the .eidirly are serviced regularly by special trans- \ 

tion programs. . i 

Th'^ elderly po^lation. in S. 6. also tends to be rather stable. Most 
have lived in their present heighbdrhddd for 10 years or more. The general 
elderly pdpulation has been the most stable with 72.4 percent living in their 
present neighborhood over l6 years. This probably reflects the higher^fatio 
* of hdme dwnership. About half of users (A8. 7 percent) and 59.7 percent of 
ncSnuserSi have livid iii their present neighborhood over 10 years. 

T >s ^ ^ " - ^ 

Resp^dents to 'the Elderly Needs Analysis Survey were asked if they were 
> ekpldyed at the time of the interview and^ if so, ^t her their etttplo^rment 
' .was full-time or part-time. Just over 21 percent of the general population 
arid 22.6 percent of users r^pcijted working at a. job for pay, while only 6i3 
•'percent of hohus^rs who need special transportation teported siifeh emplbjnneht. ^ 
Of those reporting working at a job f or^a ^^^ slightly more than one-half 
(51;3 percent) of^ the general population wor^ full-time, while virtuAlly all 
of the users (99 percent) and hohusers whp n^ed special trahspbrtation ser- 
vices (94.1 percent) work par|-tittre. The Natrbngtl Survey of Trahspprtatibn 
Handicapped People' (Grey, 1978) reports that 12 percene of tSe general popu- 
~ ' lation &5 and ov^r and^percent of transportation Kahdicapped are employed^ 
The higher, percentage of employed elderly in D.C. prdbabiy reflects the in- ^ 
elusion of persons 60-64 years of age. ^ „ 



The Needs Analysis Survey asked respondents for their yearly hoasehoid 
income, but 23.5 percent either didn't know or refused to answer*.; Since very . 
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Figure 3-1 

Estitnated D.C. Populatibh Age §0 and Over 
Whb Have Not Cbinpleted High 'School 



Source: Eldeily Needs Analysis Survey, Bureau of Social Science Research ^ 
1978. - ' - - . 



TABLE 3-5 

f . _ __ _ 

Housing Financial ^irrangement for D.C. Population 60 arid Over 



Housing Financial 
Arrangement 



Getieral 
Population 
% 



Uaielrs 



Own 
Rent 

"Rent Free or Subsidizedr 



52.7 
44.9 



25. Q: 
65.0 
^0.0 



Nbhusers 
Z 



36. 1 
60.8 
3.2 



Source 



Elderly Meeds Analysis Survey, Bureau of Social Science Research. 
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few respbrises to this question wer^ found in survey dat*a for users and hoh- 
users who need special transportation^ a disproportionate share of the non- 
- responses %ust have come froln these groups. Therefo^, estimated yearly in- 
come for these groups cannot be provided. However* the surv^ did ask a ques- 
tion on. the adequacy of income to ineet nfieds. Responses to this question 

' shbuid provide a fairly accttrafe" pictures of the elderly pbpuiation's percep- 

• _ __ ^ ' ' ■ > 

tion of their financial status . - 

When^asked how well their income i^fc_their he^^^ only 14.9 percent of _ 
the general population responded "not very well" or "not at all"i However ^: 
36.9 percent of users and 48.1 percent of hohusers who heed special trans- 
portation services indicated that their incomes were inadequate to meet the^r 
heeds. As seen in TABtE 3-6, a large percentage of elderly in all three 
groups perceive tl?eir..ihcbiiies as -fairly adequate. • 



TABLE 3-6 

Adequacy of Ihcbme tb Meet Needs _foi: D^.C. Population 66 and Over 



Adequacy 


General Population 


- Users 


Nonusers 


Very well 


36.9 


18.4 


13.5 


Fairly well 


47.3 ' 




38.2 


Not very well 


12.9 - 


31.6 


40.5 


Not at all 


2.^0 - 


5.3 


^7.6 



Source-: Elderly Needs Analysis Survey* Bureau of Social Science Research. 

While a majority of the elderly perceive their incomes ^ adequate to 
meet needs, when asked whether money a problem important to them person- 
"'liriy there was a substantial increase 'in ^tli^-'perceWa^^ T^E-3-7 ishows 
^ the percentage of mdirly identrrfying m^ as either a very important or ~ 
somewhat' impojrt ant probleS. Although only I4.9*percent--t)f -the gene^a^ 

■* ■ ■ . 

i ; . 
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populatidhi 36.0 pefcent users and 48^1 percent 6? ribhiisers who heed spe- 
cial transportation indi^^atld that their ihcbtaea were infedequate to meet 
rieidsi 30.9 percent, 6b*5 percent and 67-9'percent^ respectively^ state_d ^ 
that money was an important prbblem^tb them. A significant number of those . 
who perceive their incomes as^^irly adequate are^ apparently still having 
some finahciai difficulties. 



; ■ - i': ' TABLE 3-7 \ 

Eatimated D.G. Population 60 and Over Identifying Money as a . 

i - • ' ' ■ * 

Problem Important to Them Personally 
Decree c^f Impbrtahce ^ Ifenetal Population * tJsers ^ Nohusers 

Very Impbrtaht' ' ^ 12.8 ^ ' 26.3 43.3 

Somewhat impbSt ant . ' Tf.l _ ; 34.2 24.6 

Total ' . 30.9 ' , 60.5 ^ 67.9 

^•h^■" ■ . ' . • 

— ' — - — - — ■ ' — — — — ^ __ _ - .-3 - ; 

Source: Elderly Needs Analysis Survey , Bureau of SOclat Science Research. 

■ , -J ' * - ' 

IMPORTANT . PROBLEMS ' " 

Respphderits to the Needs Analysis Survey were asked bo identify various 
^ problem? importaSt to them personally. Qhly problems identified -by ^t least 
Z^perceht of the Elderly were , included in the "SurVey results. TABLE 3-8 
shows thte rankings for ptoblems identified by each group. While money and 
crime aire the two mdi^t iiiipdrtant problems for the' ^eneraV population^ money 
ahd tr^jisportatibn are the most important problew^, for userJS and nonusers 
who need special transpprtation. A larger percentage of hbriusers whb need 
^ s peei aFTr^nsportatTbiT^ife 

^ allyV^ She list, tack bf~transpbrtatioh and ^ - 

^ moqey have apparently reduced access tb medical and dental care. 
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/ • - ' TABLE 3-8 
Estimated D.C. Pbpuiatibri 60 and Over Identifying Various Problems 

imporiant to Theto Personailly 



SERIOUS 



General Population 



Users 


Nonusers 






60.5 


67.9 


18.4 


23.2 


33.4 


69.9 


, 10.2 


41,0 


23.1 


27.3 


12.9 


18.1 



Crime 

Tratispdrti^tibn 
Dental Care 
Health Care 
Housmg 



30*9 
}6. 1 
12.5 
12.0 
10.3' 
6.3 



• — 



Source: 



EldeMj Needs Analysis Survey^ Bureau of Social Science Research. 



saei^eoNTACTS 

■ ^ ' ^ ^: , - . 

tfite elderly in the District of Columbia do not perceive themselves 1^ 

r.. ____ ■■ ■ _ ' - 

isolated • Over 80 percent regularly participate in ireligibus services^ 

>72.9 percent are registered to vote arid only 8.9 percent report a need for 
assistance with recreation and sociaiizatipn activities^ Hdwever> if we 
take a closer look at Users and hbhusers of special transportation a ^ 
slightly different picture emerges. ^ ^ . ^ 

figure 3-2 showa that while only 8% 2 percent of the general population 
report a need for' assistance with recreation and socialization activities > 
44.9 percent of users and 43.0 percent of rionusi^lris who ^need . special trans- 
4)ortation services report a need for sucix assistance, %Virtually all res- 
pondents who heed ^sistaSice in sbcializatidn arid recreation are trans- 
pdrtatiori hartdicapped; Wi^j^out such assistance they mgy very we H be isb- 
iate^. . 
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General Pbpulabidh Users Ndnusers 

i ♦ • - . 
.Pigure 3-2 ! ' 

Estimated Percentage of D.e, PopulitibR 60 arid Over 

! Who Report a Need For Recreation and SDpialization Activities 

f- » ■ f 

Source: Elderly Needs Analysis Survey, Bureau of Social Science Research.; 



S 



I The percentage of D»e. elderly who beldtig to clubs arid brgariizatidris 
is shown in Figur^^3-3. Users of special ttansportatioti show the highest 
kembership in clubsiand organization at AILS percirit* Noriusers who need 
/special transportatibri are only half as likely (21.8 percent) to belong to 

/c^Jbs and organizations as users of special transportatibri* The elderly iii 

"■ - --- — y ■ ■ T - ^ i 

general have a membership rate of 29.97percent . , 

Voter fegistratibn- rates are genially higher ambrig the elderly than tti 

the populations^ a whole. While voter registration is reiativeiy high among 

respWdeTrt^~to~^ s igri if ica ht dirf fereri c e s rates betwe^n- 

users and ncmusers of special transportation. As shown in^Eigure 3-4, uscsra 

of special transportation have the highest rate bt voter registratibii at 

82.5 percent versus 64.2 percent for nonusers who need special transportatibri 

I ■ .■ ' 

and 72.7 percent for the elderly in general • : 
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-' 'figure 3-^ • 

Estimated Percentage of b.C. Elderly 
- ' : Who Belong to ergaSizatibhs and plulssi^ 

- ■ ■ . ' f 

source : Elderly Needs Analysis Survey , Bureau of Social Science Researefi i 



1978. 



Respondents to the survey we^T^o asked if fthej^ have a physi^l^ 

which prevents the^n frd doing everything they would like ib do. 

The' types of handicaps oited by respondent s^o th? survey include; 
Arthritis '^. Broken Bone 

High Blood Pressure Operation 
Poor Eye Sight ; , sunspecif ied Ittf irmities . ' 

Heart Trouble . A Cbibipation 

Diabetes . • . ' 



Stroke 

Old Ai¥^rtfirmittes 
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General Papaiation Users— Nohusers 

Figure 3-4 
. Estimated Percentage of D,C, Elderly 
V Who Are Registered to Vote 



Source: Elderly Needs Analysis Survey^ Bureau of Social Scieil.ce Research. 

^ Figure 3-5 &ives the percentages of elderly in each group who gave an . 
affirmative response to the question on physical handicap. Nohusers of 
special transportation reported the highest rate of physical handicap at 
68.6 percent r while 53.7 percent of users and 36.8 percent^of the general 
elderly population reported a physical handicap. 

TRANSPORTA TION PRQfifcEM S ' . , ' • 

* i . _ ^ ■. 

• Respondents to the Elderly Needs Analysis Survey were asked several 
transportation specific questions. As indicated eairiier in this chapter, 
survey forms with •affirmative responses ttj' -quest ions on the heed for special 
transportation programs and participation in special transportation programs 
were crofs-eabula^d wit^ ' the variables prea^^^^ 
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Figure 3-5 
Eatimated D.C. Popalation 60 and Over 
Wiib Say They Have k Physical Handicap Which Prevents Them From 
, - ' Doing Everything They Woul(J-^Like to Do 

source: Elderly Needs Analysis Survey, Bur^^au of Social Science Research. 

'- D.e. elderty were asked whether the lack of transportation keeps them 
frdn. doing things they need or would liki to do. As illustrated in Figure 
■3-6, there is a high level of perceived latent 



among users and hoh- 

^dsirs J^h^need special transportation setviqes^ '^i the general, population 
who do not use special transportation, 15.8 perfltlt -indicated lack of 
trShspbrtation an iipediment to activities, while 36.6 percent of users 
and 59.1 percent olribnusers who need special transportation so stated, 
ijhile some of the tVavel demand of users have been satisfied by special 
transportation service, a significant level of perceived demand is ap- 
parantly still unmet. 
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General Popala.tibh Users Nohusets 

Figure 3-6 

Estimated'Percentage of D.C. Elderly Who Say tack of trahsportatibri 
Keeps Them From Doing Things They Need or Would Like Tojo 



Source: Elderly Needs Analysis Survey^ Bureau of Social Science Resea 



rc^. 



Respondents to the survey were also ask^ whether trahspdrtatioti was 
a problem ic^poxtaSt to them personally arid, if so, ^how -impo^ant . there 
was a slight decrease (3.3 percent and 3 ,2 ipercent^respectively) between 
the percentage of elderly in general arid users wKo lack transportation 
arid those who view iransportation as a problem, important to them persdrially 
However, as seen in TABLE 3-9^ there was a significant increase/ UO-S per- 
cent) iriridriusers who need special transportation who view trarispdrtation ' 
as a problem important to them persdrially. Those nonasers who need^ service 
but have been* able to find alternatives have apparently done sd with some 
difficulty. ^; — 
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' • TABLE 3-9 . 

Estiiated Percentage of D.C. Elderly IdeStifyiHg Trarispdttatibri 
as a Problem Impbrtaht to T)im Personaiiy 

■ . • - V — - _ 

Degree of Importance General Population Users Nonasers 

^ . . - • ' ^ . *. _ 

Very Important. ^.0 - 10.3 26.9 

Somewhat Impbrtaht • 8.5 23,1 *2.9 

Total 12.5. 33.4 69.9 

-'■ ,/ 

■ . ^— ^ r- 

Soarce: Elderly Needs Analysis Survey, Bareaa of Social Science Research. 



Iti order to assess the adequacy of public transportation for the 
elderly in D.C. ^•iresporiderits were aske3 whether or not they could get to 
most of the placei they wanted to go using publifc transportation (exclud- 
ing taxis). As iridicrtgd in Figure 3-7, iany" of the elderly cariribt gfet to 
most of the places by using public' transportation . While public transpor- 
tation is inadequate for 17.8 percent of the general elderly population,^. 
31.7 percent of useis and 39.9 percent of nonusers who need special tranS- 
pbrtatibn cahhbt -iisfe this mode. ' ^ ^ 

Respondents who indicated that they could not get to most places they^ 
wanted to go Ailing public transportation were asked to give reasons. As 
shown in. TABLE 3-10, inability to access bcgses and subways is still the 
major reason cited for nonu8|»^f public transit bythe elderly. Sepondar^ 
reasons vary according to the group of responients- with "Buses or subva|s 
don't gb where you want to go?' rankiSg second imong-the general population; 
"Buses and subways are' too far from hdtne" rany:ng second among users bf 
special transportation; a nd "Rj des too datigerous or ' tod jrdugh" ranking 
second among nonusers who heed special transportation services. ^ 
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Figure 3-7 

Estimated D.C. Elderly Who Cannot Get To Host of The 
Places ^hey Want To Go Using Pablic Transportation 

Source: Elderly Needs Analysis Surrey, Bureau of Social Science 
Research . 
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JABLE 3^10 
Reasdiis D.C. Elderly Cannot , Get Where 
They Want To Co Using Public Transportation 



Reasons 



General_Pbpulat idri 



Users 
Z 



Nonusers 



Public Transportation is 

t^ob Expensive 
Buses or Subways; ar^ too 

far from Home 
Buses or Subways Don't go 

Where you Want to go 
It's too Difficult to get ^ 

oil or off Buses or Subways 
the Rides are too Dangerous or 

it 's' too Rough 
Don't know how to vise the System 



14.3 

21.8 

35.2 

48.8 

23.4 
13.5 



36.4 



61 .5 




27.3 
23. 1 



24.2 

21.9 

31.6 

75.8 

39.4 
14.7 



Source: — Elderly Needs Analysis Survey, Bureau of Social Science Research 
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SUMMARY PROFILE ^ ' 

the relatiorisliips between variables^w^fe ^analyzed for those persdns>4'* 
.age 60 and over Who indicate^ a- need for special trahspbttatibn services; 

fd^ the .general population age* 60 and over who do not use si^cial trans- 
^portation; and for asera and Sotxusers who ne^d special transpbrtatibri ser- 
vices. The fblibwihg lists prbvid^ selected sunnnary prof ilea .of-: 

-:^(-| — ^dcib^ecbnbmic characteristics of thpse who need special trans- 
pQrtation compared to t$e general elderly pbpula/ibri ; 

(2) Socio-economip characteristics of nonuser^ compared to risers ;.;4nd 

(3) Socio'-^conoSic characteristic^ of' users compared tb hohusers. - 

^ ^ In comparison vjith the general elderly 'pbpulatiohj^thbse persons. aged 
60 and ovex who' need special t^arispbttatiorr services /are more iike^ to: 



ic 

ic 
it 
ic 



_ . -tiwr^spbuse ; 

ft 



Be a minority and female; 
Live alone or with reiated individuals otj 
Have lower educatibri arid "^emplbyment l,evel 
Have inadequate income and money problems; 
Rent their dwellirig 'uriit ; 

Have lived in the neighborhood less than year.^.; 
Be in need of social cbritactS; 

Be a nonvoter; . . ' _ - . 

_ ' * r . \ 

Be handicapped; • ^ 

Lack transportation; ' - 

Be unable tb use -public tranaportation; ^ ^' 

Consider public transpott^^tion too darigerbus br tbb rough, 




r 



, However i in comparison to users of special trarispbrtatibri, « the pro- 
file of nonusers chariges . Psers and nonusers of special transportation , 
are both just as likely to be minority ^ female ^ live albrte, consider money 
a problem and have difficulty getting on or -of f buses and subways. 



Nonusers of special transportatidh service ar^ tiidrt likely than 
tjsers to: . * 

* Live with children; , : 

* Own their dwelling^ xinit ; ^ 

* Have lived iti the n^ighborhbda bv^r years ; 

* HavP inadequate income to meet l^heir needs; 

* Consider transportation a serious problem; . • 

* Be physically h'ahdicapped; . ' _ 

* Lac^. transportation; 

* j^Be unab^e^a use public transportation; 

* Have unmet health and dental needs; 

* ebhsider public j transportation too dangerous or too roigh. 



Users of special^ transportation services are more likely than ndri- 

users fro: \ • - . ^ 

* Live^'with relatives other than spousi ahd/br children; 

* i^e in subsidized hbiising; . \ ^ i 

* Be empldyed part-time; * 

* Have low education- level; * ' 

* Belong to' a club or organization; 

* Vote; - ^ ; f 

* ' Live tlo far from buses and subways. . . 




V 
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r:^^ I CHAPTER FOUR 
* — — ' f 

: " ' • ■ • . f 

. ^ etiiabieTERiSTics pF PRpvibiy . • 

SPEeiAL TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

- iSzz - '-' - - -J- - a- 

^pecial transportation services i;i the District of -Colombia are provid- 

. ed through pirivSte hohprofit organizations, pSbiic agencies, edvacatiorial 

^ iristitutions and private-foi-pSofit groups,. Research objectives for thii 

study included the identification of problems encoanteied by these i^rovidWs 

in. reaching and servicing the eligible elderly population in the city. ThJ^ 

• chapTCer presents th« arialysis df survey results . / 

METHQBOtOe^ ■ i": 

. The city '. s current inventory listing «ff special transportation services - 

"and the p-jrectory of Sp^rlai transportation Services published in 1981 by thS 
Metropolitan Washingtbri Cburicil of Goyerninents were used to identify provi- 
ders fo4 indepth interviews. All providers identififed were initially con- 
tacted by- letter explaining the nature of the study and requeuing their co- 
dperatibn. Follow-up telephone calls were nld^ to contact persons at each 
service to schedule k date arid time for^the t^lephbrie interview. 

A survey form was designed, by project staff, to ascertain why eligible 
elderly, in the aggregate, uride rut lUze available special tr|n8portatidn 
semces. The survey instruSerit - { see Appendix A) was designed to examine 
ff thtee crucial areas: - • 

U Ghaiacteristics of the service ^vldeS (public^ private non-profit , 
private-for-piofit) and nature of service provided (trip purposes, 
type of scheduling, etc. 
2, Whether the service ij3 underutilized or not and possible reasons 
for underatiiizatibh; and » 



3. Problems encoantered in prdvidihg special traniSpOrtation services^ \ 
^ to the elderly and efforts that are being taken to solve prdblem|j. 

in addition, the 1981 GOG directery contains service prbvisioit charac- i 
teriatics for each provider. _ Project staff verified^ tHe accura^cy. of the 
listed information before cbriduptirig each interview; 

The draft survey instrument was , pre tested to determine fhe adequacy of 
the form, two of the forty^three providers identified were randomly se- 
lected for the pretest. Based on Results ^rom the pretest, slight modifi- 
cations were made- to the survey iristrtj|meat before proceeding with the re= 
maihirig interviews.' The final survey form contained 25 questions and the 
survey was conducted over the telephone between Noveibe^, 1981 and January, 
1982. ^ 

/< 

RESPONSE . 

: ■ • , < ■ ■ 

Twenty-seven of the remainiag forty-one prdviders identified ^iartici- , 
pated in the telephone survey for a response rate of 65.9' percent*; At lelst 
two additional follo<i-up calls had to be made to eight of the 27, providers in - 
order to schedule interviews. Contact was not made in the remaining 'l* cases 
for the following reasons: ' ! 

1. The organization no Ibnger provides special transportation ser^ce 
for the elderly* 

2. Project staff decided not to pursue contact- with the brganization 
because the thrust of its "services was for groups other than the 
elderly (e.g. educational institutions ,• ^D.G, Society for Crippled 

» . ■ 

Children); and. " ^ - 

3. The organizatioh ebuld not be reached by telephope. 

- . ; . - • ^ « . . _ ^ ■ ' 

r\ 5here were no^cases where contact was made and the organization's re- 
p^SseSt'ative refused to cddperate. In many cases cpoperatibh was strongly 
Evident and interest in the fin^l* project report i?as expressed. Howeve^, 
there were several cases where ^respondents were clearly reticent to res 
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faiiy and pVe bSly mirgirially acceRtabifr answiis; SiSci the questionnaire 
sought bpii/idhs and thoughts from respondents i in ah open - ended format, 
♦'^ any reticeace ha the 'effeft bf^ih^yring the efficacy of the^SstrUmeht . 
Fortunately such cases were few (only ffiree). !. 



ANATYSIS OF SURVEY RESULTS ^■ 

The majority of providers of special transportatioh se^icea in the 
District of Coiumbia are private ridri prpfit organizations (58.1 percent) 
followed by private-for-pr6f it gro^p8 (23.3 percent) ^ public agencies (9.3 
percent) and educational institutions (9 .3 percent) . Respondents to th^ 
survey were fairly representative of the universe of providers (TABLE 4-1). 
Less than ohe percent of the clientele of the two educational institutions 
not included in the survey w^ie elderly. Private-for-prdf it groups were the 
most difficult to contact. Operators of such organizations were frequently 
drivers also. 



. TABLE 4-1 

Organizations Prbvitlihg'' Special Transportation 
Service In The District bt Golumbia 
\ ' (by Ty pe) 



Type of Organization 



Respondents Total 



I . Private Non-Profit 16 (59.3%) 25 (58. IZ) 



2. Educational .Ihstitutidri 

3. Public Agency 

- — , ^ 
U:. Private-Fbr-Prdfit 

Total 



2 ( 7.4%) ' 4 ( 9.3Z) 

4 (U.si) . 4 ( 9.3%) • ^ 

5 (18.5%) . 10 (23.3%) j , 
27 (100.0%) 43 (100.0%) 



source* Birectory of Special Tg anspbrtation Se r^uces^ Metropolitan Washihg- 
;.tbri Council of Governments 1981. • \^ 
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While, many organizations ]^ovide special t:ransp6rtati6h services in 
the District of Columbia^ all services' are not available to all users. A: 
varying set of users restrictions are applied by different brgahizatiohs ^ 
interviewed to determine user eligibility (TABLE 4-2). bnly 11.^1 percent 

of the providers report ho spepific restrictions on users eligible for set- 

_ _ , _ . - - - ■■ • 

vice. Over 55 percervt of providers require that transportation users De 

clients d£ the agency or programs; 51.9 percerit impose age restrictions! 

one-third require residency in a specific neighborhood; 18.5 percent restrict 

use to disabled persons; and 3.7 percent, impose income limitations ^as a 

condition for use. The liiajbrity of private-f dr-prof it gr^oups serve, ex- ' 

clusively, clients of specif ic: social: s^ervice agencies. 



T RIP PURPOSE 



I 



The primary trip purposes of providers of special traiidportatidn varies 
according, to the type of organization. The primary trip purpose of private 
non-profit organizations and educatio^nal institutions is to arid frdrn activities 
scheduled by the drgkriization (TABLE 4-3). The priBoary trip purpose for 
public agencies and private-for-p^bf it groups is to inedical dr rehabilita- 
tion facilities. The predominant^ secondary trip purpose is to recreational . 
or ^her cbniminity based- activities. Orily 7.4 percetit ct pr^iders, pri- 
'^marity private-fdr-prof it groups , offer services with unrestricted trip 
purposes II 
# 

SERVICE- UTILIZATION ' ^ , ^ 

Respondents td the survey were asked if their special transport servica 
was dperating at full capacity. Fxj^ty-two percent responded '*y6s'S 4J^er- 
cent indicated "^lo" and seven percerit did ridt respond. All private-for-- 
profit drganizations that provide service oh demand for a fee (ty|li<^ally 
$ 15/do^$35.00) responded *that they were Operating at less than faii'^capacity . 
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TABLK 4-2 

User Restrictions For Special Trarispbrtat ion 
Services in the ^i^trict of Cpiaibia . 
(by Type of Restriction) 



Organtza n 



Age 



Disability 



Agency ~ Neighbor-' ' In- None 
Client . tibbd ; ^oipe 

Resident . 



Non-Prof it 


13 


2 


9 , 


? 


Base (16) 


(81.1%) , 


U2.5Z) 


(56.3%) 


(56.3%) 


Education . 




1 


1 


b , 


Base |2) 


(oi) 


(50%) 


(50%) 


(0%) 


Pabtic 




2 




0 


Base (4) 


(25%) ■ 


T50%) 


(50%) 


„ (0%) 


For Profit 


e ; 






0 


Base (5) • 


(07.) 


(0%) 


(60%) 


(0%) ■ 


Total 


14 


5 


15 





(Base 27) (15.9%);: (18.5%^ (55.5%) 



(33.3%) 



0 
(%) 

0 

(%) 

1 ; 

(25%) 

0 
(i) 



1 

(3, 



1 

(6.3%) 

(b%) ■ 
0 

,<o%) 

(A9%) 



3 

ii. 1%) 



Source: pi v p rtbrv Snecial Transport^tioh 

Washington Council of Gbvernments, 1981. 



Metropolitan 
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TABLE 4-3 
Primary Trip Purpose Provided For 
By D.C, Special transportation Services 
' (by Trip Type) ^ ' 



Orgahizatibh 



To arid From Medical/ 
Rehabili- 
t ion 



Recreation 



Community Al 1 
Based Types 
Activi- ' « 
ties 















Nonprofit 


'11 


2 


1 


2 


b 


(Base: 16) 


(68.8%) 




(6.3%) 


(12.5%) 


(OZ) 


Education 


2 




0 


6 


' 0 


(Base: 2) 


(lOOZ) 


(OZ) 


(Z) 


(Z) 


l_-(Z) . 


Public 


0 


■ 3 


1 


0 


b • 


(Base: 4) 


(0%) 


(75Z) 


(25Z) 


(OZ) 


(OZ) 


For Profit 


0 


;^ ' 3 \ 


0 


i 

3 


2 


(Base: 5) 


. (OZ) 


(60%) 


(0%) 


(OZ) 


(40%) 


Total 


13 




2 


2 


2 



(Base: 27) 



(48. IZ). 



(29. 6Z) 



(7.4Z) 



(7.4Z) 



(7.4Z) 



Source: - Directory: , of Special Trahflpbrtatioh Services j Metropolitah 
WashingconvCouncil: of Governments, 1978. i 
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This group repr^ents 18.5 percent of the sample poputitiSn ini A 5. 5 percent 
of those responding "no". Of the remaining providers operating .at less than 
full capacity:' one is a university that shuttles students, but 'very few 
elderly, oh a scheduled Uriiverisity route; one organization carries mostly 
children; one would carry full capacity if its van was not put of service; . 
aHother begins service when its vehicle Is- partially full ; /another., with con- 
siderable unused capacity, has no program to make its services known; and, 
lastly, a -sehibr center mdst limit ridership to maximum bGildingj occupancy, 
thereby reducing ridership i ' ^ 

The main characteristic Of services that operate at full capacity are 
services tha?*are part of an institutional or activity focus for the elderly. 
Transportation servicies for senior citizen centers, which bring t|e elderly 
to and from the centers for socialization^ education, , shopping, recreation, 
and, in some 'cases to health related facilities, generally reported that their 
Services are unable to meet 'the demand. Five senior citizen centers res- 
ponded that they are operating at full capacity. 

"a cursory examination of the survey results might indicate undeSutili- 
zatlon of special transportation services by the elderly in the District^Sf^-" 
Columbia. However, upon closer examihatipri, if we assume that profit-, 
oriented services dO not tightly fit the iaj or thrust of this research, _»r ^ 
different picture eieS^efe. ^Underutilization, while it exists, is hot a j>er-. 
vasive problem in the City; Given the financial status of elderly who need 
special transportation services, the fee structure for private-for-prof it 
groups render their serviced unavailable to the individual elderly needing 
assistance. Itt general, survey responses reVeal that 'there is sizeable 
'unmet demand for special transportation services in the District of Columbia, 
Respondents were asked what percentage Of vehicle capacity is utilized . 
on a daily basis. The median ra^ of utilization for all providers is 8~2 
percent ieat occupancy. Of those providers who indicated that they were not 
operating at full capacity, the range of seat occupancy is frOm 15 percent 
to 75 i)ercent . . % 



■ i 
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Respbhdehts were also asked how many additional riders they cduid #er- 
vice pe^ day; Those services hot bperatirig at full capacity indicated the 
number bf additiohai passengers that would Bring them up to -full ca^icity.. 
Figures, given ranged Horn 5 to 200^ depending Upon equipment available and 
whether service is provided to ambulatory or non-ambulatory clientele. FOr 
most services, available unused capacity is about 15, passengers . This is 
because equipment is nOmally a seven passenge? van o^ small bus capable of 
making several trips per day. . * : 



Respondents were questioned oh their ability and willingness, respec- 
tively, to expand ttinsportation services for the eldarly. Four dimensions 
of service were included ih each questibh: trip purpose, hours of operStion, 
eligibility bf users, and service boundaries. Private for profit organiza- 
tions, which are not functioning at full capacity,' a^wefed affiSnative^y to 
all parts bf the pertinent questions, indicating eitKr ability or willing- 
Tiess-or that the^e currently are' no rSstriCtions .in a particalat aervice di- 
Sehsibn. Responses from private non-profit of gahizat ions were mixed. Essen- 
.tially ail expressed ^Willihghess to expand services in cert^n relevant 
areas* such as expanded service houhdafies or hours bf operation (the organi- 
zation may already be servihg all trip purposes) , but expressed ah inability 
to expand due tp resource limitations. Financial limitations ^were most widely 
expressed; funds for additiohil vehicles or to pay drivers is. 
nbt available". The 'abi|ijty^t6 expand service * especially b? 
which are, bpefating at full capacity, is virtually non-existent. 

Non-'i)rbfit Organizations , which are hot operatihg at 'full capacity ex- 
pressed a witiihghess to expahd service. Here again resource limitatiq^ 
may prevent the ability t-o expand services. Of course * some service dimen- 
sions, such as trip purpose * are currently served for agency Siehtele. 
^ Respondents were asked under what circutnstahces trahspOrtatioh service 
could be rendered at*bther than operating hours. Many private non-profit 
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organizations stated thdt this is currently done for special' recreation 

* trVps scheduled for evenings or weekends, Private-for-prof it brgariizatibhs 
will norialiy provide service ,;at aiiy/hbur if fche trip is Scheduled in ad-J 

* vahce • - ' 

Expans^ion of some service dimihsibhs fbr some drganizatidns is irrele- 
vant. Ah example of this would be ^expanding hoars of transportation service 
for a senior center that only has limited hours, br expanding tirip purpose 

fbr a hospital vehicle^h-at picks up elderly passengers for ^clinic appoint- 



jnents . o 

Cbhclusibhs frdm, responses on the willingness and ability to expand^ 
are that, in general, there is a willingness to expand transportation ser- 
vices for the elderly , but due to resource limltati6nB,« the ability tb db 
so is lacking. 0 • 

' . ■ . . • : . 

CbQI^lNATiQN QF SERVICES 

About one-ttiird bf the brgahizat ions sur;yeyed work, on an informal 
basisi with other agencies engaged in transportation fbr the .elderly. Most 
of them wo^k with the D.G. Dep^tmerits dT^tecteatiuir-ot-^^wsi^ 
the D.C. Office on Aging. These public agencies provide buses for special 
recreation trips ar^ there is rib formal agreement between the parties. 

JJtllirignfess an3 ability to enter into cooperative arfangemerits with 
other agencies was thi subjejit of two additional questions. Nearly all or-' 
ganizatipns said they would and Sbnld, if the option were available arid ad- 
varitageous. Two agencies arid several respp^t^^^ stated that they couldn't 
aris^er for their agency'. (Since these inteWi"ei«'iWere Undertakeri, the D.Ci^ 
Office oh Aging has implemented the initial phase of "a coordinated, cfeh- 

trally dispatched, system called the Washington Elderly arid Haridicapped 

J _ ^ _ ' • _ ■ ■ . > . _ 

Transportation- Service sWEHTS) . / 



cliejst identification 



Providers were asked how their organization, informs the 'elderly that its 

i|^ris^ whbse services are used ^ 



servifies are available. Orgahiza^>ris whbse services are used tp capacity 
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nqrmaiiy make no special effort to let the elderly know that services are 
available. Because there is considerable unfilled deoarid, it is assumed 

. ■ . _ . . , 

that through "word-of-mouth" such services are widely known. Other organi- 
zations have free public service annbuncemehts on the radio /use posters, 
or the service may be referred by another organization- Most reported that 
word-of -mouth is one of the most effective ^ays . Private-f br-prof it organi- 
zatidns report ^at one of the reasons that they are underatiiized may be 
their low visibility ^^the elderly. They may not be effectively using 
promotional* techniques . - 

How the drganlzation- ^^entifies potential clients was also asked. 
Criteria for service is normally defined by another organization, or by a 
parent organization of which the transportation service is but brie subunit . 
Senior citizen centers and hbapital outpatient services hSve transportation 

branches. Disability related organizations often have tjieir own trarispor-^ 

__ ' ' ' 

tation service. 

Criteria of ' eligibility vary; some of those used range from the single 
criteria of age^ for exakple, tb single or cunanaiative criteria, such as 
place bf residence^ .incdme, handicSp, lacking alternative transportation, 
or me&bership in an organizatibrif Senior citizen- centers surveyed use 
membership in the center as theii primary criterion. (see TABLE 4-2) 

Tfip^eiderly are not required to "complete a foxm. for most transportation 

services surveyed. Again;^ mlibership in, or activities related to, a parent 

■■- _ _i ' _ « ■ 

orgahization will include the brie-time completion o^forms,^n some cases 

includirig'a form for transportation; consequently^ fbrms are not completed 

per ride. For medicaid relateti services,. a physician may complete^a form 

for an elderly rider. Private-f or-prof it special trarispbrtatidn services 

may require a form for medicaid reimbursement and some organizations require 

- - / - - - ■ ^ ' ■ 

one for irisuranc^^purposes . 



GDHPLAINTS. PROBLEMS AND SptUTIONS , . * ' 

Respondents were^ asked several question? related to complaints j problems 
and solutions. One questibri asked whit mechanisms were used to get feedback 
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on transportation service from the elderly. The most fre<iueritiy mentioned 
- (by biie-third of respondents) is an open discussion which is regalariy 
scheduled as part of an organization's program. Here transportation is a 
part of the agenda and complaints , suggestions, or praise can ie of f ered' by . 
the clientele. Five organizations (18.5 jerceht) formally or informally 
survey thfelriders for feedback. Other providers repoi^t that , telephone oi^ 

face-to-face coipiaints are received or that drivers provide feedback* How-; 

ij ^ _ . ■ _ . ^ _. . _ . _ _ ^ . 

ever only one provider received frequent complaints from the clients One- 

^' third have never sreceived a complaint and 63 percent received complaints 
"sometimes". The foci of cdmplait^ts covers a gamut of issnes. Providers 
were asked to list the three most cbimnbhly received complaints. 

J^isted in order of frequency, providers have stated tlfat scheduling and 
^lateness are the most serio^ problems. "The next is that the elderly are 

frustrated by service 'limitations which may be related to trip purpose , hours 
of operation, or service b^ndaries. The elderly want mpxe transpbrtatidn 
and more assistance from transportation staff members ^ dompiaints receii)^ 
by providers are ^uraoarized ih^ABLE 4-4.* • 1 

Providers were asked what they do to deal with ^the-probiema identifi^. 
bne-third indicated that they try tb sblve the prbblem through better main- 
tenance of equipment, better scheduling,, changing personnel (drivers) br 
-chroogh mollifying the client through personal Conversation or offering a' 
free ride . In some cases, s%lu?ip:ons are not attainable without' hew equip- 
ment or other cbstly action. ' _ 
Respondents weire -asked Whether drivers make suggestions fbr iii^)|bying 
services. According tb 44.4 percent of the providers, drivers of^t^^make 
recommendations; one-third indicated that drivers do hot make suggestiphs. 
Providers were then asked tb state t-iie tljree most cdimnon recoiamendatioris 
ie by drivers - 

For the twelve prbviders receiving driver recdmmendations , the order of 
frkque^cy of mention ,as fallows: 

1. Imp^f^e ^^uipment (add iifts^ betted maijitenah<|e ^ etc.) - mehtibhed 
5^imes, 




• ^ . - . 

, ^ TABLE 4-4 

Types df,.,.G^plaint§ Received Providers of 

Speeial Trahsportatibri' Services ■ ^ . 

Nature of Complaiht Respotidehts deceiving Complaints 

I; Dti^T late ^ (22. 2Z) . 
2.. Don't offer enough services/ Don't V ^ 

help on or off vehicles 5 (18«5%) 

3. Scheduling (often return trip)- 5 (18.5Z)— ^ 

A. Ride is Rough/Driving too East 4 (14.8%) 

5. Client hat picked up 3 (IKIZ) 

6. Driver rude ^ (11.1%) 
7* Equipment unreliable 2 (7.4%) 
8. Bus dirty ^ (3.7%)^ 
9 /a Waitifig in bus for other passengers 1 (3.7%) 

Sdurde:, Telephone Interview With Providers of Spec ial|Transpdrtat ion 
Services . ' ^ 
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2. .Better schedtiling coupled with stressing th^ importance df^clietit*8 

being ready oh time - mehtibitefl^^ times • ^ ■ ' " • 

3. Setter pay ahd reduced hours - mehti^ed. 3- times • ^ \ Ljt 

/ Ul Reduce coverage — mentioned once* ^ ? \ ■ , 

i? 5. N^d ah aide to help clients - mentioned once, - • . i: 



Drivere are most frustrated by vehicle limitations ,* scheduling and wait- 
ing/latenesa^^^blems . they ais^ feel that they are underpaid- for the houra , 
and effort they expend. Only 7.4 percent of providers \ndicated that they re- 
ceived frequent complaints-from, drivers^ while 25.9 percent stated that they 
receive complaints sometimes. 

Providers were asked how they respond to driver conlplaints. Talking- 

■-. _____ _____ r — - ^ ^ - , \ 

with the driver., improving scheduling ahd efforts to reduce territorial^^ 

' * • _ Jf^^ _ ^_ __^ , — 

coverage were the responses given most frequently. ^ 

^ Respondents were asked to state the three most common problems they en- 

^'^j _ ■•__""i^- : ^_ .___:__•___ _ "TL ■__-_- j_ - _ — __ 

counter in providing special transportation services to the elderly. The 

most frequent resjpohses are sunuDarized itf JABLE 4-5.^ 



_ _ _ _ _ . ^ ^_ . ___ ._ _ _ ._^___ - , 

Equipment problems are the most severe^^ followed by a related' issue; 

having another vehicle and driver or a larger vehicle. An organization with 

( ■ ___"*_ _• _ - • . _ - . - r 

more than one vehicle can continue to provide services during down time for 

one vehicle. Alsb^ several providers expressed tjie need, for a lift-equipped 
vehicle in ordefr to be able to provide services to handicapped elderly. 
Costs and scheduling problems are eqt^ally sevefe; 

Providers were asked what they are doing- to solve problems mentioned 
above. Five expressed little hope; money would solve their problems, such 
as purchasing a newivan or better maintenance. Five indicated they will 
keep trying to solve the problem and three indicated that they will con- 
tinue talking to people they" feel can ihfluenpe the financial ehvirbhment aiid 
make changes . 
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TABLE ' 
. Problems 'Enco^ntereS Sy Prbvicjer^ of- 



Special' ^r!anspbrtatidn,.Sfer^^ • '^^ 




Poor r^quipment /Unreliable^ ^ 

Equipment; ' 12 (44 •4Z) 

2. Too few Vehicles/Vehicles tod ' 

tSo few* brivets ' ' 7 (25.9Zi 

Vehicle Operatibh/Mainteh^ce Costs S (jS^SI) 

4. -^oor Bbdkln^/Scheduiing/el fbr^ ^ ' 

get to cancel ' _/ ^ *5 (iS.SZ) 

5. eiient not, ready ' * 3 (Il.lZ) 

6. Unreliable' Staff 2 (^i4Z) 

7. None " ^ \ ' ;2 (7.4%) ' 
Serving all who need' it 1 (3;7Z) ^ 

9. Medicaid payment slow ; 1 (3.7Z) 



Source: Telephone Interview With Providers of Special Trahspbrtatidn 
Services. 



CHAPTER FIVE /■ ' 

The transportation' 'alternatives available tp the urban elderly ha^^e ex- 
paSd^d considerably /dver the last decade, StiMt^ the travel needs of a ^ 
sigiiif icarit number of the elderly are not being met by either public cor 
^^dial transp6r^atidn,v_,-^ ' ' 

aeveral recent stud^^s Save examined the limitatiqa^ of the transpor-^^j^;^ ^ 
tatioS network aff/ictihg the availability and/br. ogf ration o|^ serviced. 
However., as' stated in Senior,-fran8poft;atibh Ticket to Dignity (1976), 
factors iimting the capacijc^ of the eldertjSto utiSize the eacisting ,pet«ork " 
must, also be considered, f^s chapter^ examines such lli&itin^^^^ throtjgh 
the identification and analysis of reasons the elderly So not utilize the 
existing network of special transport lervices, - 

- — . J ,^ - . ■' \ 

• ':7^-.'-n- ' ■■ . . _ _ _ _ _ ■ _ _ _ _ ■__ , 

-* : ;'''P^fl£S^Ofis for'^the^nonutilizatidh of available special transport servipes 
by the eligibie elderly were obtained through intetmews with a stratified - \ 
tandom sample oi lAO elderly" p^Xsbhs at trip destj^iation points throughout^<? 
th^ cit^. Two limitations to this survey approach should be noted h^re: 

(1) Byr interviewing at trip destination points the isolated elderly^ 
those un^le to travel, were excluded from the survey; and 
- (2) fhe__type ot destination points selected as survey a^fes influenced . 

the representativeness of the sample population. \. t* 

The ititeht this survey was to obtain descriptive data, to bei used 
in conjunction with other data sources, on reasons for the nonotilization of 
special transport services . TheSefoSe, the researchers felt that the above . 
limitations we^e within reason and that the data obtained would provide a ^ 
fairly accutate description of factors influencing the hbhutilization of 
transportation services • ' , ' ■ ^ \ ' 
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1 . ^ "" . . . ' 

,» ^^^urvey sites were stratified according to the " location of residences of 
"^he elderly^'^iitK^afeed, ^ do not ase;' speoiai transportation servicres. The 
Elderly Njeeds Analysis Survey (BSSR) was jjsed to detertniniB the distribatiotr^f 
the elderly needijig trahs^JQitation assistance in wards throughout th^ oity, 
/White overall 13. 9_perceht of the' elderly reported a rieeld ^or special trans- 
portatibh setvices, the percentage of elderly in each ward naipding such as- 
sistance ranged from i low of 'four percent iri^ Ward Three to a^ high of 26 per- 
cent in Ward Eight. Tjke~^stratif ication of sai^ey sites was designed . to ih- 
creasi the reprei^ntafcion of the elderly heed4.ng transportation assistance ^ 
in the sam|)le pdpU^tibn. . ^ . . . ' 

._; . A >istfpf typid^^ trip dfesfcihation poihtst^f the- elderly was- compile^ 
for each. waVd in the city. Sitea identified included senior cehtersjf nutri- 
tion pirgra&a, churches^ educ^i^nal programs je^^erly day care centers and ^ 

V g^caii^e of the length' of the sifrvey arid the p^ceived retiicence of th^- 
elderly ipptoached by strangiers[, sites where the elderly were likely to be 
^nga^ed-in business and/or financial trarisactidris were eliminated from con- 
siderat:idri/(i;e. , shopping facilities , banks^ sbjqial security offices, etc.). ! 
Fourteen of the deseihatibn pbirits were selected /s< survey sites . (Inter- . 
viewers typic%^^y spent three tb four hours - at e|clL.-«^te uritil the predeter-^ 
mined number of sifryeys wet^ cdi%leted. Only the.^iderly freely volunteer- 
ing to participate in the sfeudy were interviewed*. et: _ 

A siirvey form was designed, by project staff, to ascertain reasb^ for 
the nonatitization of special trahspgrj; services by eligible elderly. The 
survey instrument (se^ Apperidix B) was deigned to eafiamine four crucial areas 
\ . Characteristics o% users arid noriusers of ^s|ipcial transport services 
and their awareriess. arid u$e of special triSsportatibri, services ; 

' t. Mode choices :bf us^exs arid ribriusers bf special trarispdrtation ser- 

- _; , ■ " * >■ •»'^ 

^. vices; 

3. The need for special ^trarispbrtatibri services arid reason^ for non- 
j< utilization; arid 




-54- 



\ 




ERIC 



:. . . ■ . ; i :: f \- .... . . ::l::.±i:::., ' :;: . i. i. >4... 

•;,4. •General petceptiohB aloat special trahspbrUtibh setVices, ; . ^ 

The draft survey 'instrument Wa^ pretested to determin^ the adequacy of 

'! _ ^ — — 

th4 rortn. - The final survey form cohtaihed 19 questions and the interviews 
were conducted over? a two to three taonth period. An interpreter was 
used at one site where seniors were predbmihahtly Spajiish^B^^king, 

- There were a tbtal of 136 usable^survey forms out of ^a total 140 inter- 
vi^sr Approximately 23.5 percent of the survey participants drove themr 
selves to the interview site or arrived by speci&i iranspoi?tat ion . TSet^ 
participants were only asked Questions relating to their sex, age and mode of 
travel. 'So^e in-depth interviews' were conducted '^ith respondents who neither 
drove nor used special transport services '^b jarriV^ at the destination poi 

,. . i • " 

CHARACTERISTICS OF ^HRVEY PARTICIEAK'^ 



r 



/ . '^Thie coaiposition 5f ttte_ diirvey 'popiila^ 71 percent female 

and 29 percehf jnale (TABl| 5- 1 ) . The geneiai ^Iderly p^^^^ in .the 

District of eolumbia is 6K6 percfeht female an d 38 .4 perc gni_^ie^_JoweyeT^ 
ofvthiise.eldirly.: heeding special t?ansp6itatibn' services 8 1.4 percent are 
'female and 18. S percent are male. ,The larger percentage "of feSales .in the 
sample^population, in' comparison to tffe general. lypwlat ion' is a .donsequ^ 
of the stratification desiihed to increase theUercentage of those^ elderly .. * 
Heeding transportation assistance. Atso, of those, participants, identified ♦ • 
as users of speciSl transpoirtatibri, roughly otie-foartfi. were male -and t^ree- ; ^ 
fbuTths were -female. This ^|pproxi.iates the distribution ^y sex Qf the user- * 
population idehtified in the Elderly Needs Analysis Survey discussed in 

Chapter three. ^ ' ' /■^ •■ - j 

Survey participants who were' identified as nOnusers of special trahsr 
pott services were on the average tw6 years older ^than tltos^ .identified as 
-users of the services. The. median age pf Sionusers wab 69.8"yeafs in dom- 
parisdn to 67.9 years for users. A'ttttle over half (53. 7Z) Of the nonuseii 
in th^saiplepopi^lat ion were under ,70 ^^ars^ of age. This compares almost 
exactly with t;he 53.8 percent of the general elderly population who are 
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TAfltE 5-i 



_ _ ■ __: ■_ ji, • 

Distribution of Survey Participants By 

Sex and Use of Special Olrahspbrtation Services 



Se 




4 



btal 



Users 



Nonusers 



Male 



Female 



38 
(29.0Z) 

93 



■ 14 . 
(26 .4X) 



24 
(30.8%) 

(69.2Z) 



total* 



131 
(100%) 



53. 
(100%) ^ 



:78 
(100%) 



Source: Sutyey Itonusers of Special franaportation Services, 1982 



*Note: Fi^e survey forms did not indicat.6 sex of respondents. 
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under 70 years^tbf age . Twd-thi^rdis.- of the users of special transportation 
were between 60 and 69 'years of age. (see TABtB 572) 



• ■ 




TABLE 5-2 




> 








Age Distribution of Strvey Participant 






Age 


T Total 


Z 


User 




Nonaser 




60-64 


37. . 


(27.2? ' 


17 


(30.4)/ 


20 


* (25 *6): 


'^65-69 


44 • 


(32.4) . ^ 


21 


(3775)" . 


23 


(28.7) 


70-74- 


^ ' n 


(23.5) 


10 


(17.8) 


r, 22 


(27.5). 


75^79 


14 


(10.3) 


7 


(12.5) 


7 


( 8.8) 


80+ 


- 9 . 


( i.63' -. 




(1.8) 


8 ■ 


tlO.O) 


Totral 


136 


(100.0) 


56 


(lOO.b) 


8b 


(ibb.b) 



Sburct: Survey of Nonusers of Special Transportation Services^ 1982. 

Respondents were asked what mode of \ tfanspbrtatibh they 
at the interview site. Thete was an. almost even split among three travfel 
modes: private auto (32. a percent); Walked ,(31 .6 percent); and ^ metro bus i 
or subway (30. 1 percent) . Only 1 .5 percent arrived by taxi and 2.9 percent y. 
by k 5p(eciai transport' ser 5^3 ^ 20.6 percent 

of the elderly drbve.'t^iiiM passengers in af hous^hoJidr 

member's car and '8^^ percent weSi p^SiSnjaf^S^^.^a^^^^ a noh-hbuse- 

hold member'-' ' ^ J ; V ^ 



re ^were significant <iiffej:ences in the travel modes of the elderly 
identified as users and nonusers ^^ff^sp^ transportation, flderly were 
classified as users if they either arrived by special trahspbttatfcii ser- 
vices or identified themselves as users (in a later question); they were^ 
classified as nonusers if thejr either drove thSn^elves or identified th^m^ 
selves as nonusers in *^the survey. Ov.er half of the nonusers (Sl.*2 percent) 
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TABtE 5-3 

< ' * , ' ' . . 

' ' / ■ ^ ' . 

Mode of Travel to Destination Point ' 

" ' -•. ^ ■ ' . ■.. v- : ■ • . , 

.- <^ ■— ' ' ' '. • . •' - . 

• • • _ _ ■ ^ ^ ■ " _ 

. Mode V " ^ J ^ Total X . .Usejrs .Z, ' 

■• "^'- '^ ^ ' ~" '' — ■ ~ ' ': v-^ 

pSoveacar. ! . IzS (20.6) .6 ^ 28 (35.0) 

Passenger iti Household - - \ >^ >,v 

imbi^'s car . : . ^ ^ (4.4) 2 (3.6) . 4 (5.0)_ 

Passenger in Sori-hbusehoTd - « j-ii o-* 

. ^iflr'svc* 12 (8.8) 3 (5.4) 9 (11.2) 

Taxi^ ' ■ 2 (1.5): l v(1.8) 1 | :^<^t*:2^ " 

Metro (Bus/subway) ^ '^^j; *1 (30.1)18 (52.1), 23 (28.8) 

Special Transportations : ^ z«s 

- Service- 4 (2.9) 4 (,.7:i).^ 0 (0) 

Walked^ 43 (31.6) 28 l^tliiO^r 15 (li.8) 

Total : 

Source: Survey of Nonusers of Special Transpdrtatioii Sey^^^ 1982. ' ; 

' • ■ - • .. .. ■ t ' ^ , ■ ■ ■ " ^ . 



88 



arrived aC the interview site by p'ri^^ate auto, while pniy 9 percent of ua^rs * 
traveled by that mode. Differences between users arid ribriusers arriving By, 

' taxi (1;8 percent arid 1.2 perceritj respectively) and between those using 
ietro (32.1 percerit arid 28.8 percent, respectively) ^er^ ribt tfiat sigriificarit. 
One-half of the users of special transpdrtatibri services walked to t^e purvey 
site 'indicating a clbse proximity t* the location. Orily 18. S percen;^ bf the 
nonusers walked to the site. Of thlse persons id-ef^i^ed as users, just 7.1 

; percent arrived at their-tdestinatioti pbint by special transportatibn services. 
Interviews wSe terminated at this pbirit with respondents who either 
droy^ themselves £ arrived by special .transpo^tatiori services . The remairiing 
104 participants were everily divided betweeri Useri'^fld nonusers. of special - 
transport service^ . . These respondents were quest ioried about their hbUsirig 

The y4s.t' majoHty 'o elderly lived alone <A9 percent) o£ with a 

relativi other tfian a spouse ( 29 .4 percerit ) . Wiilta 11.8 perdent of the iea- 

' poDSienis J^ivid with urirelated persbli(s), only 9.8 percerit indicated that • 
thWy iivei.with theii spouse:; (TABLE 5-4). While users and nonuiers were most 
likely :'t&%^^ other fa^||'members , nonusers were mbre likely 

• to live^4,tfer:spo^ th^ri were users (5.9 percent) of special 

• transpb^E;;:}^§E^ ' .■■ 

As ^pted^^lier, Washingtbri, D,C. is predomina^^^ a city of renter-s. 

Nonethel^i^, slSnUy '"ovet half of the~ilde^ly own the dwellirig unit. How- 
eve r^acq^^n^ta; the "Needs ^An survey (BSSR)V those who rieed special 
. transppfti|jJijn..s^ are less likely ito owri and those trtib Use special 
services' ar^' tfie l^ast^^l^^^ to own.,- As "illustrated in. Figure 5-1, among 
^ suyve^'^ttft'iparits,' rionus*^^^^^^^ likely to be hbmebWrierS (30.6 
f -i.^^ ' r $fl : i*ina3-pe^^^ trinaBortatlbS s 



trinaportatibS services . 
ership/rerital ratio be- 
'etice in their type bf 
Sightly mbre likely than 
j^eiy to' live in a single faqiily .^i 



were 



_Jiit) than 
• r^miile there weai: s^^dig^ptm^ 
' Tw|e.n users and «^9^^s^»;^^^f|^^ 
I -|oiMng unit (FigVf^l^^S^P 



lou s i rig^-uri i'T|Bft 
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TABLE 5-4 




Household Comppsition For Particif)arits Who Neithei; _i , ^ 
Drove Nor Used Special Transportation Services 



Household Gbmpbsitioh 



Total 



Users. 



' Nohusers 



Live* Alone 

y Live With ' Spouse 

Live With Other Family 
Member, 



Live With Other Unrelated 
Person(s) 



^Tbtal 



50 
(49.9%b 

10 
( 9.8%) 

30 
(29.A%5 

12 

102 
UOO.OZ) 



26 

( 5.5%) 
16 



(11.8Z) 

51 

(lOO.OZ) 



24 
(47.1Z> 

7 

(13.7Z) 

. 14 
(27. 5Z) 

6 

(11.8%) 
51 

(100.0%) 



4^ , 



Source; Survey of Nonusers of Special Transportation Services, 1582. 
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Apartment House , Elderly Hq^ing 



, ... . .. m 

Figure 5-2 

Type of Housing Unit* Lived in 
; -61- 
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TRAVEL PATii^iS ^ * 



Survey participants appeared to be a fairly mobile group with over three 
fourths indicating that they take f ive :br more trips outside of the home in 
a topical we$k. Hdwever,'aj^ illustrated in Figure 5-3, nbnusefs of special 
traiilportation services were somewhat less mobile thaji:~tjsers . While none of 
the Ug^fs indicated fhat they took fewer than three trips per week, almost 
8 percent of the nonusers take only 1-2 trips per week. - , / 



m 
u 
u 



100 
90 
80 
70 
60 
50 
40 
30 
'20 
lb 

b 



1-2 



m 




.3-4 



-Users 
I I -NonuserS 



-_ ^ 



5 or more 



(no. of trips) 

Figure ',5^ ^ 
Average ^Number of Trf^s Eer Week 



Respondents were asTced to indicate tlie types of trips they usually take. 
Shopping i church, medical, and recreational were the predbmiipht trip types 
indicated by both users and nonusers of special transporta^6tt services 
(TABLE 5-5^^ Nonusers of special '^transportation aervides were somewhat 
more likely than users to take shopping t;ripsj 94.1 percen^nd 96.4 percent 
respe^ctively, and to take church ttips, 92.2 percent, and ^.b percent respec- 



tively. However users of special trahsportatlbh services -were somewhat more 
likely to take ifiedical trips; 84.6 p^cetlt and 80.4 percent respectively, and 
almost twiiie as likely to take reacreat ibnkl trips, 82.7' percent to 43.1 per- 
cent respectively. 



a • . ' , 

JtE 5-5 

types ff Trips TaReri By Users and Nonusers, 

~ _ ' — ' " - -y - 

Trip Type- Users NotiuserE 

90.4 y. ^ 94. j 

21.6 • C ■ '■ '^l-? 

84.6' , . 80.4 

,25 ; ■ • ' , ^^v^ 

: . 82^7 • - -V- "r ^S- 




Church 
Other 



84.6 92.2 
5.9 . :7-8 
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^urce^ Survey of Nonusers of Special Transportation Services ,yl982 . 



"ui^^" aS special ttatisgortat ion services were asked for Xmat trip types 
they used the special seSvicei. As illustrated in figure 5-4, the predomir 
nant trip type for which ^picial, transportation services were used is re- 
creation (78.8 percent) foiiowed;'^ by travSl to and from churcl\ (25 pe^rcent). 
bniy 5,8 percent o|^;the elderly group used special transportation services 
for shopping and."? '.f ' percent used the 'services fcfe medical- trips . A signi- 
ficant namt)er;ojE the:^ser group (17.3 percent) indicated use of special ^ 
transportation .services for woric trips. A iSjority of the work trips were 
to valu'nteer jobs. ^ ^ 

The predominant use'of special trShsportatibh seivices for recteational 
trips is reflected in the 2:1 ratio in the recreation trip participation.. 
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races b£ Che users and nbnusers of special trpiispbrt. 
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_ Figure 5-4 

J^*..? Use of Special Transportation Services 

by trip Type 



Availabilicy of crans^j|rtat ion is ,a key to mbbilicy for the elderly as 
well as ocher populacion grbups . Therefbr^^ respbrid^nt^ were asked how *df ten 
they ha^ cranspdtcacion available tP^fr^yet where they wanted -^o go, , Asjshbwn 
in.Figufe 5t5, users of special trahsfJbrtat ion services were more lik^y 
Chan ndriusi^rs^ CO have cransporC^t ion'a^ii^bte when des:ir^ 
for crave! i^pi lie 88 percent of users an^|it;ftted tha^ tftiy always 



rs or usua] 



Have ctansportacion available, jasc qvipj^.:^^v^pert:ehc of nonusers enjoyed the 

same access Co cransic/ Unmet desire f bK^'tr^^el , wliiie^^teater am 

_\ . . ._ _ _ >_ ^ - . - - 

^who do noc drtve, scili af feces %a significant number pffua^rs'.o^ special trans- 



portatiori services (16 perctft^tj^^^:^,^^^ 



.0 




Always 
Available 




"1 



- Users 
Nonasers 




•-Usually Sometimes _ _5sld9™_' 

Available Available Available 



Figure 5^5 
Availability of Transportation For 
Users arid Ndrtusers 



Source : 



■ Survey of Nbriusers of Special Tran8portationN|_ervices , l48Z._ 



Th€t usual mode of travel fbf Users and noriusers of special transportation 
services^ differs significantly in only two areas: Usi of Metro (bus/subway) 
and txhel as a passenger in a .private auto ( Table 5-6) . While nonusera are 
almost twice as likely users to ttaveT as, a passenger in a private auto, users 
are nitfre. likely to travel by public transit. .The rate of utiliza^ion_of the 
taxi as a primary mode of trkvel is virtuatiy -identical for bot^'lliirrshd non- 
users of special transport service, 9.6 perceritand 9.8 percent respettivfely . 
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75 



Atthbagh twice as many u^ers walked to "the survey site, walking as a chief 
mode of travel is equally common among both users and hbhusers of special 
transportation services. Less than two percent of the aseis indicated special 
transportation as their usual mode 'of travel. 



9^ 



TABLE 5-6 



Usual Mode of Travel for Users an4 Npnusers 



^- of Special Transportation Services 


, Modie^bf Travel 


l^Users 


Nohusers 
^ (%) 












Private if^tb Driver 


\ - . . 

■? ■■■■■ 

||_ 5.8 


: 7.8 • 




Private Auto Passenger. 




' 31. A 




Taxi . 


9.6. 


.9.8 . 




Metro (Bus/Subway) 


78.8 


64. 7 




Walk 


25.0 , • 


23.5 . 




Special Transportit^bn 
Service 

4 


* ^1.9 


0 





Sburce : 
Note : 



Survey of Nonusers of Special Trahspbrtatidh Services, 1982. 
Percentages exceed 10(>?0 because spme respondentSs gave mbre than 
one mbd^ . , i* - 



1 
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In order to ase special transportation services the elderly must first 
be aware that such(^ervicps^^tx|^^ majority of ndnusers' participa^^ 

in the indepth int€r^ew^l56' percent ) were -.unaware of the existence of any 
particular special. transpbrtatiS^service (Figure 5-6). 

Nonuseri^ who did not drive to^^^e survey site, wer^ also asked if they 
had a need for 5pecial transportation services (Figure 5-7). Approximately 
one-*third indicated that they did have a need for such services. The majority 
of the nohttsers indicating a need for servU|es (56 .3 percent) were aware of 
the existence of .special transppr^tiori programs; however., a j^f^ificaht mi- 
' nority (43.7 percent) wer:e not aware,^^ . _ / . " ' 

Both users'and rionusfers who were aware of the existence of special trahs- 
portatioh progra^ were asked how thiy learned about the services (Figure 5-9)* 
The primary sburce.of information abopt ^peciil transport services for bpth 
users ahd holiusers was a club^ or organization. Hpwiiver, while 84.4 percent of 
users learned about se^rvices through this channel jof cbmmuhica^iph^ only 60 
percent of hbnusers fburid dufcabbut services through this source; 'Nonusers 
were more likely th^^ users t^ have- learned abbut" special trahsportat ibn 
.services thrbugh eith^ir a friend or relative . or through some. form of adver- 
tisement, " 
' . ' Nbriusers who were Ibare pf^^ecial. transportati services were asked 
' if they had ^ver used such s^vi^es: Approximately 18 percent indicated that 
they had, at some point in the past , "uS'ed a special transportation service 
(Figure 5-8). However, tha^^was generally a bhe-time use fbr a medical or 
recreational purpose. * , ^ 

Special transportatibh qervic«s enjoy a high degree bf, support arid satis- 
factibjn ambrig both current arid past users. Only five percent of alY respond- 
ents whb had ' ever use'd the sp^ial transportatibh serviii^s iridicated ariy 
type^^ dissatisfaction with the services. , ^ 
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' Figure 5^6 ■ j 

Percfeiitage of Ndtitisers Who Are Aware 
of, Special Transportation Services 

Survey of Njnusers^^f Special Transportation Seirvices 




r 



- Need 



.Figure 5*7 • 
Percentage of Nbriusers IndicatiHg A Need 
Fotj Special, TtansportaVioh Services 




Scarce; Svirveybi Nbriusers bf Special Transportation Services 
• ■ . ■■ . ' , ■ . --68- „.. ' : - - ' 
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, ■ . . • ; ■ ^1. i ' ^. . . '\ 

Perdehtage of l^otiusers Who Have Used_ 

■ _° - ■ - _ - __ - 

Speciar^r^rispor^^ Services .Previdusly^^ 



Source: Survey of Ndnusers of" SpecLat- Tr^aivsportaioh Service*.- 

^^ • " . ' • ■ ■ > ..... 
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' REASONS FOR NONUtiL, 





As s^^ted earlier in this chapter^ less : tf^i^ two percent 
users dep^riT"brr""^^ trahsportatibn services as th'eit usuJ^ rnbde* of tf^eli 

Therefore, both^uners «s well as nonasers interviewed were a^ed to give^ 
reasons for theySonutilizatibn of special transport services, Inte|rviews with 
the elder ly^^vhi^epend on special transportation services is^thi^ir: cfiief mode 
of t r dvfiV, whiiT arrived at thg^interview site by special ti:flid,apQr ser- ; 

vices, or whcx drove themselves tt) the site were terminated e^^ier in the sur- 
vey;* Th^Sc, tn^ii bpihibns^^ sbught and are_:^o^ included' iii the analy- 
^sis prei5ent>ed beldw^i . ^ 

_ T: ' Re^^ofi^ given:;Jbr the horiutiJizatibri of sjlecial transportation services 
by. the*^ld§rly user55 .and nori^i^i can be grouped into four general categotifes 

(sep TABli: 5-7)! ^ 

\ ' • •. . . ^ _ 

, ,1. Alternatives - bther imbues bf tr:arispdrtattpn are ' available and^ 



adequate; :. /• . 

k bf f ixxt 



. ' \ 2. Knowlfedge 7 lack bf f ih'formatibri on whVl^. to get the service-, who 

; cjualifie^ and'hdw to appiy; , . 

' 3^' Service Characteristics - specific attributes of service's available 

' do not me^t specific nfeeds of potential users; ^ndt 

. - Pridg use ^erviqes diminishes independence and/o^ self-esteem, 

' ■ 'H.The prtdomiriant Reason for, nonutilization of special .traiiiportation ser- 
; vices is th^^^vailability of other alternatives . Apprbximately 60 percent df^ 
the survey participants indicated' that other adequate modes of .travel were „ 
^^aiiabie them. Nohus^ra df special, tr'arispbrta^tibn were more ^an twice 
ai likely aa. user to have' t^eir own transportation; users were more likely to 
feel that pq6li6^transpdrtation -isi adequate. Ndnusers df "^specials^transpdr- 
tatidri, by a margin of feS^. 1 percent to 54.9 percent over ftsers, felt that 
they had other preferable dptibhs when they rfeeded c^f desired tb travel.. 

Lack of knowledge abput spfecial^tratisportation^siervices was another 
itjIDortant factor in||he nbnutilizat^ bf services, particul/irly fdrj^nusers, 
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♦ ^ \ TABLE 5-7 

. ileasbn Givet^ Nonaaecs- For. ^ 

Nonutilizairen of Special Transport Servicjgs . 




'iReasdh 



Totkl 
% 



Users 



Nonusers 



^ Public trari^pdrtatxoa is adequate 



Al terfiatives 
Public tr 

Havi my own trahsp^rta^ 

Can walk where I want 

^ ^a; . 

Someone else; takes me 

. : " Total 



Knowledge '» . 

DonVt know where to get The service 
Dc^ti't . think 'l qualify ' * \ 

Too'^complipat^ed to apply for 

i . 

V ' Total 
Cha racter fcstic s^ >. 



?fvi^^does not go'lJ^tifeTe^E want to go 

dpetake on -their s^iedii^e 

No ^^pace_av^tilabie( ■ ^ \ 

_ . <^ ^ _ Vi : 

I l^ike CO go-csevexal places, when^ 

but 

Lvaiiabie when I like to 




^dpld.at the services are riot hejlpf 



• Total 



Prid^ 



Want to jfe? independent 
aonjt /ant free services 
Tt c'&re . fo^ 



Total 



32.4,, \:,v, 


35.3 


30.6 






13.7 ; 


,28^.6 




3.9 ■ ■ 


-V 3.9 


'/ 3,9 






^2.0 


2;o 




58.9 : 


54.9 


65. 1 





8.8/ 


: 9.8 

■• » ' ; ■ ' ■ 
' .' '' 3.^ 




2;0 


• ^ 0.0 


" >■ .4.1 


36:8 


' 13. r 


47 iO 




3.9 

r 5.8 
;« 2.0 

fz.o- 



6.1 



2.0 



2.0 





0.0 

; C/.O. 

.14.2 



6.9 


> • 


J.8 




2.9 


o.d 




2.9 




.2.0 


. " 3^9 


12.7- 




Jl^8 


■ ^1.5.6 



. Source:-' Survey of Ndriusets of Special Transportation Services, 1982* 
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will le* only iS;?' p^rfc^rif of .ttserS lacked inforiiiat ion on isetvices; almost .half 
(Ayr.perceot) of ttie hbhusetPstated this .as ar reason for Twhuse . , Users^ bf • 
■sj^cial transportation servi^s are often aware of only one service con- 
nedted to i particular senior cenbej. They lack knowledge of alternative 
serviceV^^hen the one they're familiar with cannot meet a specif ic travel ■ . 
need' (e.g. peisonal business), i • , ^ '. ; , 

Attrihutes of service were cited as a reason for ribnutilization of spe- 
cial transportation by^lS.B percettt of the respondent^. Schedulit^ and ser- , 
ilce boundaries were the characteristics limiting the use of services by 
both .users and nonusers' of special transportation. Scheduling was more often 
a' problem for users and service area was more of a problem^ for nonusers. 

Pride is an important factbr in the nonatilizatiort of special services 
by the^lderly. The desire' to be independent and in 'charge: t>f one ' s own 
affair? -is still strong among sehibr citizens." When noSusers Were asked 
under what circums^tances xhey would use special trarispbrtation jgervices , \ 
14;9 percent stated hohe^ arid aribtKer 25 ^5 p^^^xesptrmd VCity 
geridy: fwheri asked for reasons for nonutilizatibri -15.6 percent of the nbn- - 
users gave reasons related tb pride. • • . , 

'sbme' users o-f special transportation services strive to maintain their 
indep^dence bylimieirig tb^ir use of special transporf , services (7 .8 per- 
^J^i .While they' use this'^opt ion, the5^^^nbt »yet prepared to accept Spe= 
tciai trarisport services as theif princi^^jPode of travel. • 

m . Virtt?ally ail seniors iriter^ieVed felt that specif transpo^ation ser- 
vices are necessary arid that they should be f ree^ f or 'thosS whb need .them. ' 

- Nonusers were evenly divided over iwhe the r they felt seniors iri general were 
aware ^ the availability of special transportation services. While 70 per- 
cent of the nonasers, said they themselves did 'ribt need^ecial ttahsportation^ 
services at the preserit tjiae . they want to see the services cbritiriued.. ' 
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' ^ . ^-^.f- ^. r- . _ . ...... 

- - - - •;. -• ...... Ta - - - 

. ■ i^-. • ■ ■ • - • 

i . - . . ' . . %GHAPtER .SIX . 
-^"^ ItfiPROViNG SpECIM. TRANSPORTATieN SERVICES ; 
; ^' EtDEH-Y PERSPEGTIVES 

A series bi six focused group^disca^sions were held^ over a two month ^ 
period^ at viS5as locations thrSS^hbut the=' ocH^nity . The purpose of these; 
^jpcussibris was tb learn more; about -special transportatioh heeds » probleifis, 
and services aS(?pe?ceived ,6y users ahd/br pbtetxtial users of special trans-v^ 

pbrt services. _^ ^ " . ; ^ 

The exploratory nature the grbup di^Us«i^fis was designed to provide 
additional irisight^into solution-methodologies from the perspective bf the 
elderly' eombined with the other elenprits bf the study, these discussions 
wer^^ alsb intended to fill in knowledge gaps that still remained, clarify 

areas of coSfasion, and. provide additional understanding of the transporta- ^ 

. ' - - ■ ^ - - - - - - _ — ' , . ■ - \ ' 

tioh prbb}.ems bf tlje elderly. ' 

METHODOLOGY 

Pr|lS^ct"staff compiled lists .of potential sites_Jbr; fbcused group dis- 
cussions throughout the connnuriityVv l^osts "were made to include varying 
t^pes sites, and/or groups |:n-|^f' U Several different potential-- • 

sites;, representing a mixtureVofl'Iroup^ypes , were contacted. Based upOn 
responses received, seven sitt'w^re se-lected to host the focused group dis- 
cussions with ^homogenous groupfe anticipated at each individual site. The 
sev^th scheduled meeting had Been cancelled When project staff arrived. 
The host site di|-ector became seriously ill and participants Were riptif fed, 
by site-perSbnnel, that Che meeting would not be hSld. 

\ Project s^jaff requested the assistance of the Sost stte persbhhel^h 
idehtifyifig Ifctiiors who were relatively active and in contact with otheV 

io?sr- Twenty seniors werl i^ivite* to each group |iscussipn ' with the 
5pectation of ha^ng an average' of ten participants .per group. Site per- 
sonnel invited 'participants tb^six of the sites;and project staff issued the 
irivitatioti^ to the" seventh group'. Attendance was $)b.Cfrest at the groijp re- 




..ij^C., .. ...1^^ ^ ....... ^ - .. . „ 'V,*;:* ^ 

'ceiving invitatibns directty froB^prbjeit staff 



^ l^hile the discussibhs were ihfiinde^^ e3«;pldratdry., ^ set of questions 



was- prepared as a guide to assure, tnpl: ail areas of interest were covered,; 



Not all questions 'wete raised ^at all sessions, . As the discussions prbgressedi 
cettairi questions weire covered or were rendered inappiicaDlei The guide- . 
lines for the focused group discussion (s^ee Afj^eodix C) contained sixte'ert 
questions. It covered topics grouped in the following , categories : 

' '^i - " ■ _ - ^ ^ ^ 

*^ . * MfiTjdt means of irffcraui;haft" travel and travel problems 
^ * Utilis^at 



ion of ^special . trahspbrtatibn services, 
- for serif : s . - ' " 




V , for elderly in geher^l^ ^ . 

• € ' - - - ^ _ ' 

^ - far special groujfJ^ of seniors (e.g. 

• _ _• ■_. ■ - _ - 

* 'Sethbds 'fbif i^acliijig sehibrs 
. ■ ■ _'• __ . : ... _.' ^ ^ 

* Perci^tion of design foi^special transpo^p«i6n services, 

A high level of ^^gteement pccured within^ g.rbups. However ^ , different 
senior citj..zeh groups express el cbdside^ble variation in all categbrfis 
listed above.' Variation between grotips may be attributable to the following 

factors: / / . ^ ^ . ^ - 

• * gtoup purpose ^ • ' 

* group sbcibrecbhbmic status " 

.* group level of ^ri^nsportatibn depehdehcy ^ / * 

' - - ^_ __ . _ 

' " Ihese factors'are discussed furti^ef in t^e ^ttalysis bf the fbcAised group 
discussibhs • 



GROUP TYPES ? 



Five types b^grbi^S participated i». the dis^^sion si^^sioni . , Grbugjy^^'''^^ ^ ^ 
'^onsiste^of sectors who lived in various scatter^^dweilihg •afrangeii^^ ^ 
' gene rallg«Ti^ the same^^^lghb^rhood, who dfet**on a regular basii^aB j^^i^ of 

iorganization for senior citi^^ens ^e.g. neipiSarfibbdjshapter bf a^atibrial 
'organizatibh fbr sehibrs)* ' . ¥ ^ ^cO' ^ a ^ 
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-f^, _ _ /i"'^ . ■-' * - _■ J ^ 1 J 

Group B Q^fei^^ed pf^seniors vhb lived in various scattered dwelling 



antes. who it tertfl^^ Mme^^church and ifartyripated in senior Activities-' 
v£hete: Senior^ in 'Gtbups A^^KB apSared-^^o be ir^dependent in- gener'al , ; 
i nc lading trdSsport ai|M*re thferef(>re low utilizers' (i^aC at^) o|^ 

special ttanspdrtation services, fhey^ appeared to be financially ihdepeh- 
^ent a3 well, in good healthy aware of senior citizen issi^ , and , active. 
T«iil.e generally ndn-u^Viz^s pf speci^^ meir ciyic^ind^-^^ 

ri^ss ^ 'interest in issues related t^^he^ldei^^ 

'supporters of special transportatioft/-^S*tCie&^^^^ (biif^jafit^rieces- 

sariijr;for themselves). 'i^:^^'"^ 

Group C was Composed of senior9.>^o tived/in v^ious scattered dwelling 
arrangements whp^may or llay hot have metr^ea^^^her Before. Iwenty such 
seniors were identified, through an-instituf 



gerontology at a local ^ 



university, and were ihvited^^b^M^oJect staff to jdin.lthe group discussion.--. 
This was tti^ only group of (participants iwited .^irecU^ 

-AttendaSce was DOor . The group cbhsif ted dnl^ 3^r metabers; therefore, 



r metabers ; therefore ^ 



^attendance was poor 

•general statements concerning utii'^atx<jn ^and tJ^^ ari ^^LPt conclusive. 
ants in this -group did hot lise fecial transpbrtat io^sSrVices 
p D consisted 'ID f 5enior$. wHo :lived in various scat tere4_^aweir 

s yha were clieg^^/partic'ipan^ of^ a seniorg^enfer This group 
niy, jjghsit depenjlen^^gd- heavy, users of sf eclal/^t^aiispdrt'aticn. \ 





;f(jup^E and;. Gioup r We re, composed of seniors 



lijjed,^;ih elde^y g|^up-^. 



11^ hctxsin^b^kn tion-a|e-s^^^ ^Iti'-famliy tiousing. #ne additional 

dential*slt.e?aas scbeduted'* fM grpup dis'cussibh^ hbwev'er, as noted 



^esjsion was cance 



^jnore ^epende 






oups^te^ speei^^ trahspo 



by 'site persdttnel . .'^ . , 

ers of Group D, GiroUp H and Gijpifp F wiite sdmewhat" 
er]^ lj^vihg~"ir^^^ ar ranted, ^caflfered housings 

_t^ ^e^dns in the 



It appea^d th; 

■<r _ •' _ 

tha' 

ere cc^s^ferai^^^raore^^ns^rtatioh depiehdeht 



rtatidiS servicesV WhicK 



cdg^iax ?ln a vafie^|p^of arrangemer^s . 



Itr sb 



e two hcMisinS complexes, whifle in ar,eas. sei^jed by pubiic transportation^ 



their .hous^ing 
Id ^% ^bt^d tK^t IdcatidnT pf 




N 
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^ <>re r^mbved from major^ activxty^^es , such as shopp^g , health, and 'govern-^ 
ijSht centers- Mejmber^ these groups appeared ies^,Q^fortable financially 
than th^^i^S^^ Mentioned' earlier i less heaLthy'i*'ahd^^^ active. Addition- 
ally^ these groups were self-fdcused* in tei^. ofv Jf i;^^^ is^ 
they explored speci'ai trahs^>irtatioh in terms b^ih^ hi^d^p bjf disc^^ 
sah'ts l^reseht (^rid tfthets livin'^in the-rComplex) ra^het tbj^ in t^^s oj * ;* 
what Vother" seniors need • - ^ 

. ' For. the sake*;if:.br§vity and c^^^^ tffe first thrree^TOups B and G) 

will be referred to* in analysis as Nbhusers bf'speciar tjfartspprtk^id^ 
^s^rvicls andi^the lattel^ree groups (DV 6 and :wilj be referred to as 
ers of 'Specia^k trahspbrtatioh'' services . These descriptive\c^t€Jgories^ * ^ 
scrib^ bnly^ the '^uki or noh-;asQ of special ttan§pbrt'ation on a\ ^|^up hai^^ 
eharactei;iMtions oi ^^roups' as iftdepehdent br - dfepehdeli^^tes.G 
app^Sr^ce df' relative, average "Sffferences,^ as observ.^;*.*^ 





^f^ect staff^j^ 



should not be consid^ei as : absolute difference's br ai^ Jiiipil:ically ,est4 



dat:a.;^_ / . . ; ' ' ' ^ - / .>^^.^.- 

Qx^fessi^qn'-^roup 'tfizes and bthp?. statistita'^ data ife provided i 




^ummiry^^which fdllc^ and-*ih^ividuals nQt id^^pti- 



fied here "to protect group confidentiality. 



TABl 



6 ^, des'cri 



bes the aamberVf-'N^t^^^^ mb.^t^^f^^r^vel 
Re begihiriiig of the '^ifeitip d«cussionsi p^ticipa.^3 



for each group. .In tRe begimrxag ot the gisotip aiecusslonsi p^txcxpj 
$^e a^ked td identify their mode of travel. As the tabl^j' J^dicat^ 




e^53 .Ape^cen% of tKe hqhusers Us 



priVj^te ai 



lyl 2.9- percent d£ the users do so. 



Onlyv^2 1 .S^perQi 

__^*«^ I' 

theijr usual moScxof tra 

liers df. groups 





of: bjae ^enior^j^TtSxcated public *lS^ans 
ail df 'thdke so ind' 



on " 



sers of special ti^ihsgorj'atxbn 



mor#t?i3n half (52?^^ercent^ of the "^enid^jLisualiy 
tat ion, percent' of the ^members of groups who. avi 

atibntdndi'cated tRis as their usual s^de of trav- 
tatiot\^ servicers are provided, -es^^gi^^V f of social he^i\/^b 
seniors at. fchei«tilti family and* sen cem.UF.vSxtes ./ 
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■ ■ TABLE 6-1 



it' 



" rNStttBe^bf Participants and Vsual Mode Choice 



Mi 



5y group)/ 



6rbup No, of ^ . 

. K /^i^:!'/ Participants. 



Usaai' Transportation node,. . 

Auto- . / ^ / Public __ ■ Sjpf?:^t^|,^v^ 
Own Passenger Tran^pbr- ^^^spoVta^ ; • 

:^ <^ tat ion ' tion ^ , /1\ 




Ndhu&ers 

Group A 

Gro\jp B , 

Group. C : 

> i . 

Suhtota'i 

Group D^/ 
Grduj) E 
Group 



16 

; 4 

36 

/J? / ^ 
^ 14> 

; ' 16 



1 . 
'1 1 ^ 



2 . 
2 

5 

( 16. 7Z) 



7 

•2 



T 



0. 

b 

0 




0 

b 

(X 



65 



(16.9Z) 



14 



' '0 



i9M'Pi^ : -(2^.5%) 
^ ' 



■;16 
34 

(97.1Zr 
(52.3Z) * 



•Sbtiifce:tV •^'ocused Group' biscwstons, W8^. 





The average age of the grbup, for which datja ^f^rM^liR|P^ (TABLE, 672) 
is approximately Zp ykars. This was derived by ads-e^^^ that cag^gfirres 
within an ag0 group are the means' for that group (e.g.;:' .60-5^«62 year^) 
There is hb "Mbstahtial difference between average ages of^ users and. non-' 
users^df special. transportation services. : ' 



> TABLE 6-2 - ; 
Average Age of^ Participants in 
Tbcused Group ,DiisCUss 10ns 




^*Note: Totals do ^bt match ptibr totals'^beciusS sev^tal^derly did hS^-i^. 

*r*i^,- complex^ sH|?E . . ..^.^--^ ^ _ . ^ i 



* Gt^i|ps v^re dominated -in number!- by women buj a breakdown by ^\}aas 
not contained in the|^dentif ication^^i^ no£ed in earlie^n^apters ^ 
§ometf represent a iajoFity 8^ likely to^^be^tran^t , 

handicapped and users * bf special tr&5gp^rtal|^pn. ^ ^ 

^^MobiUty is Ver/ important' to^the ^y^^y^- Discussants -i^d^ic^ted that;>^ 
^they, ajid^tbe ^Iderp In generar^ lia^ tp/ engager! int,sattl^^ja^ Xr^I to 
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take "care of f^aV-t5-day Seeasi . such as pbppingj .ffiedical visi-frf; .and sbcial 



needs • 



Most >^tS 6ns take car4 of t;heir needs with public mass txanspbtta- 
. .tio'ri (bus., 'su^^ or both). A large hvitoer b^the nonuser group .partici-; 
pants arive their own cart ^ Several fspi both groups (users and horiusers) 
werS - driven by other ' persons . Many of .:^)^se living in congregate housing 
used ptibiic transportatibri and extensively , used special-«ran*portatibri. 
Multi-unit ,h^sihg for the :elderly is servl'd by special transportation; ^. 

Di^scnssibn participaries who were noiusers of special transgrtation did 
i hbt indicate that they hSe a trahip|rtatioh p,fbbTem. T^^^^ exRP|ssed s^- 
Jfact ion with their trahiiibrtatibn choices,, usually private auto br public /- 
transpbrtaticyf Only a -|e<* have eve t used special transportati^and /th^t J 
was. durihg^n AUness special condition. They _ express^ concert 

'fir aged'citizeiis tess^f,9r-ttinate than themselves; the /ery poor , confused , 
i^isqjated, sickly citizens who have ^jjo mei'ns to •get'af oUnd aria, are .uriable ,tQ, ^» 
:':^c^re fbr all bf. theit nepds.' gfevetal the^rioritisers who drive help liheir 

isplated neighbors^or fellOj* fetiiors by providing tr^ortatibti" or rutmi^^>" 
erraSds.: The ext^t of-rsucfi u^ban ; ''net^^.rki^g" 

munity of- assistance '4' i^, ri^^4usuli^h5wever , i^ is uniikelj^htt^jmhere- • 
near the level of need is being met . . / 

: group participant &;wer| |iv^^ perc^tio^f transpor-- 

^)blems . In those housd-jSg* <i#kbpiiietft^ which ' «e;.i|e^6fryed by. * ^ 
^Jeli3r trahs^r^^ation^seWices,^^ ihire were fgw problefis. e^es^ieB . ' Servl^^^^_ 
'•iight^*nvo3!i#eve %iid other .trips- pef ^k^. ^^icrirs ^ivirig in,'- 

im^ritsf whicS a^e les^^ell §efVed by .specialu 
ip ^_ery^--tB<y-w^ks ^ ft>r .eXample) comjjlained 
thW exfere3^;«<j||the de^re^for g|^a^6r frequency and ^vj 




rdiv^^lc 



. 7 . — ? <Tl^ " 

REASQtlg FDR NDgUTILIZATIOIi , .' V ^ 

^^^^ . ■ ■ ■ - , . : jf^r- ■ ^ _ 
_ . Distugsarits^who -were iigg^ers of ;speciaX- transjtortat 

|not neld ^"se?vic»s* at tlSl time a^_^lt^hat <^osE 

" get^atound. ji^ut ; it !*'_^o^^^, wh>^e . th^ d i ' 





tion services 



■5:. 



e limite)! services, 
df*^: trips . 




f. 



iajfeervic^^ at\ this time-; they expressed a concern thaSi they; might need such 

I ■ - ?- ^ ^ - • _' j--^ .. _ _•■ 

services^ either .temporarily or per^iarrehtly , at )sbme point iii the futiirtf. ^ ^ 

ii - Other reasonsji cited for npnatiiization of'spepiai transpo'r^tation in*<^# 



elude 



Lack- of knowledge, about such services for 



'•4 ■ 

mat VI 



-J 



service in s 



duals ; ^ 
ingle family hei 



or- 



Boundary limitatibhs iax^ 
hoods i and ■& 

Pridp. 'aSd_ lack J.ife'' style phahges (^6me- seniors 

. .^dcKi-t^^nt to feel th^t they 're"~atcce^ting charity);;-^ ' , V 

• ,^iie ^esie participant^ dd riot presently neeS' 3peciaC^^X^nsportation, 
they expresrsed firs-t hand knowledge of seniors iri-'their H:heigl|Sbrh6bd^ and/ 
ot,churcltes who were need/of but not narticipa^ing in special tranrt^^^rta- 
tion programs, * ^' . -^|R^ - ■ ^ V . 

VAL_UjftffQN_ OP^ SPECIAL TRANS^ORTATIDirlgRVICES s .^^fe . ^y'^'^'^^ ^- 



Lptl services 





• t 



articipants placea^i high yalue on^s^^i'^l't^rf^j):© 

- ^* i- 4::,::iin^- - ^ --"-^ ' 

us 



for the elderly, whether thiiK^ 



greater r^iliarity. with the^3.e 
siasm for the &e£vi^es ,th^n 



. -- i^finusers did:jibt value spSci 

V-^ ^ V ' - ---^ . 

v^^ highly 6< They do not : use- the Sjsrvices 

verj highly for elderly diti^e,hs • whb heed 




rf Users,/T2)f cbor^ ,''Mcp1t€?SsQd 
esivnsBsed gr^ea^eir, eptgau'- 



fbje .tji.&^feiv#s 

ihe^ ^cvalue 
the' se^ie^i^^^^ 

bgnizp that thefe are isolated seQfors who are^oyt \?eT%^ ^^^Hiblil^^ 
mi^^trahsportation systems ahd'whb cahhbt afgtd |j:equent ,^xi t^#ifs ^-"VJ^fi 
^it ibtTjvelderly whose independent .functioning is**^ or \i?|ib 'arel h 



leed special trahsoprtfafcibfi seryic 



y ac 



pnusers-We stfohg -^vocates faf apec^ai: transpo^at^^.^se^^ 
not for themselves but for thbse sen^rs that need it, ^ ^ ^ ^ 

- Elderly jiSers exprel^sed even more strongly the value and need*' for special 
t rans^rtat^ibn serVaces^fbr themseif^es and the i^i^ neighbors . Without ^if^^many 

e dailv SSd^ special- ij^ds 




said 'Wia^^hey . would not be able to take care of 

^'^'^ . - ' ^ — \ - - • . ' 
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»rta'_fcaLr would isolated . Many spoke 



|j^,^ri(fic|p^ amoag t|ieir^ number if special 
^ - ^ ^f^ticidarits noted that no?^ ' C 

. _ ■_ . 



.rawi 



[,^0^lp!i^iT ?if ts and that new buses 



led Hith^^Qti^ 
'6f f ic^^bn Aginfc may not accomodate wheelchair^' 



REACHING SE^^X 




id ^d<re^evr^j>an public^ervice^ ahhbuhceineritjs 
;ws media - papers ari3^^«^sletters 



ches , ft , - , . . . 

_- -/-^^ / X ' - %r^^ 

-^q^^is^ialr-^eciJwrity off iceig and ^ood stamp centers 

Flyers under Xhe door 



»r Xhe door \ 
br^aniz^ibns r 1 



s and 61 

Workshops in different centers 
While - pai|t4i^ 



/ 



InSs -gi^knowledged tWt j^eVeral • df^these . 
^^a^re^tW■ being used* -.they felt. they^'*»e^fltt being used ef 
^ eicample"^ci ted was that tfie time slots^upd fO¥ fre.e public 



ments on irad'io _j^d telebisidji 
ing or liateniligT"^ ' l ' ^ f 




al: hours when seizors ^re:?rot^ watch^^^ 





TRAnIp^TAT-IO]^ SEl^ICES 



FarticiTSants ^re-asked tai/sign What they jwould cohsidet<to be the 



ideal special -trah^prtat ion system for^the el 
Whetkhet i;Ms\-sy^tera should r^iace or fee ah 



J" 





y. they were also , asked 
ative to public tr 




r- 
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The riontfsers of special transit felt that Che publia: trarisp6rt«ion sys- 
Ce* in Washington^ D.^. was a yery good one and served the heeds of many of . --: 



the ;etde.riy- Problems cited for feen'ior^'^usihg public ttanSportatipn inciaded : 
gbv^rcrbwdihg ^hd lack of seats; rudeness and disrespectful behavior by other, 
passengers; and, sometimes, long waits between buses. Still, most partici- 
;pahts felt that special transportation should be an ancillary service for" 
those who need it , ^particularly the handicapped senior.- . , 

Discussants also expressed t^eir perceptions of problems with the present 
s'^stem of special transportation. Some participants felt that the^present 
'system mainly serviced setjipr multi-family buildings and that the- elderljT ' 
living in scattered site single family housing was. often forgotten. Other . 
problems identified centered, arotjnd driver sensitivity to the needs of the 
elderly , cjJ^aiting times for return trips ^-especially medical trips), and 
adequate!^ equipped vehicles to ierve the needs of the handicapped senior. 



^ Given the pTcoblemis identified, thg^^for suggestions for an ideal or 
improved special transportation system are listed below: ' 



* Iru:r:ease<i service '^OT the i'^iatedL^'lder ly living in scattered ^ 
^ housing - this nSght fnciuiji^a f^^^^^ rdute sc^jedule with designa^4 
f ^i^Vup pMi^s thtod|ho^^ 

^^/^d?e serJftce^l^fQr_|ij^ citizens housing; 

tre servifel^^ fprj^a'll^ehiors (px^ gt;ollt) of nohusers 



Diip oj 

,^.i^t^at t^is^4li^lcLap|i^ Co^^senior^ who n^d plj 

^ Iftp^^^l^^^^ df^lO:00;a.m 



' ' > . 0 p . m?; 

'C:^ * . Greater seiisit 




p:iveT% to the tieecSs df seniors; ^ 
Le^' vehicles with softer seats and handrails 



_ .>hat extertd-to, Che sffll walk; an 
*^lflye; fcf more vehicles equippBd with wheelchair 1 



iftX and adMs 



:eps 



table 



my discussa^^^rho use sjJ^^A^i transportation service 



fvices 





i|j^t(t"i^ d e s ^ce d 
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"CHAPTER SEVEN ^ : 

« •■ • . • 

eONCLUSieNS and ^eOffflENDATIOltS^ 



^1 



The availability of Alternative mojjes of ^tranaportationi ^t^ 

- - - - ' 2 " - . y-ii^^fef 

^e iidni^tilizaj^pSr^ 



private autoj is the' principal reason 
transport!^ servicei^ by the. elderly^i; 
areas i the private ,^utombbilS coupl 

of pul)lic transpd't^«|^ service, mbi^e^'l^an satisfies.' the^^^^^^ 
ments .of a 
majority 





ily. .the 



and urbaSyarliaB In urbafh 
\^tie availabAti(:y of' a "high levels 




require- 

segti^\t of the" elderly p.5pulat40|i •J- ^ a J^rge - 

than elofe^rly are abl^*^^^wdrav^|^he^ desiire to do sb^ 




the t^^av^ HM W ag ^f a significant n^inbrity-of the- 'elderly; aiS6 hot currently 
being tnet , 

^e' i;ntroduction .bf, special tloansjgiOT^^Jt^^ improve ; 

^ .mobility'- df dider Ariericaqs h^ts ^ not%ad'a significant in^^act oh thfe 
•majorit^; of ^ the eM^ly Wo h^d traS^drtitidn assistance. Special trans^- 
IJbrOatidh: ptdgfa^S^re prebe^itly reiicfi^ only 14.7 percent 'bf j:her u^ah . 
^elderly wh^o s^ they need th^ services ^ftiat sucH* ptdgtams provide . • There- 
fore/ in UrbSi areas with large elderl^ populations, a; size^able^t^M the 
trarfsportatioh handicapped elcfetly are. still unable t^ travel ^t^. private 
publijp dr special transportation. * > . «- _ t p 

• The focus of^ tills .^aper has "^een on t-fie^jB.ocib-ecohomic. cgaracty^fcticg 

\and ^ftm^^l pattertt3 ol i?sers and ndntisers of specia|_trailspbrt serviiT^ 
on- the^i^etAr^M df pf^i^iderf :of special transport sex^ 

Q:h is final cha^r presertt^ ^«he> jnajo^ ^hd c'oMlusidtis^ji^^^ fH 

tionship bf vfa^bles Jhich affect i^^^^s^ kndj:p^ of ,specxt!f ■ 

. ^kIlc 

L 

SERS bF -sjleiM^-'-^^SPO^ S^RVXCES 

der to adequd'tely^e^kamir 

ic4s, the .pdpulafapQ oT effleVly- noiltisers mu^ 



portatioij services-. Itecommendatioq^ foe ideiS|tifyihg arid reaching target, 
populations"^ utilizirig av^l^le^ spepial trans|fott s«rv|ces a^^'^a^ 



sen'ted here*^ 
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mqiiteil to include onty 

_- . *' ■ 

the services provided 



riicms who are both eiij 



by servi(Sfes . desi'grir;* 




e and 'Jfn need iof 

A dutsoty exWinat-^on of the travel ne^ds ofc.^C^he. 
Ideriy as a gtoup often caSouf lage^ the^ extenc of nonut iUzatioh of trar^^ 
portiSoS ser>|ces by th»-*lder>ly Who a^^c^al^^p^brs^^^ 
Ye t'i they are' the older AmSricahs who 
ed to incrfease 'mobility. 

White Aeent studies haye e^^Sihed the characteristics and .trayel pat- 
terns df. Wers Ind nbnuiers o:^^^iai _traosport services , ' they have getjera^ly 
basid ^hfeir observations of ndSvfs^ts .i)ri those elderly who are' ^ligible for 
such pr^g^'^nis/ Since staridSlds 'df flser ellgib^ity frequently differ among 
iuridi^: sources aftd providers of spgcial' transportation it is often dif- 
ficoit to, get 'a precise ineasure of; the ei|^ble elderly population in the 
aggreg^e. Addition^l^c^^ap eld^erly are eligible f^ special trans- 
port at'^-seWi^e^c tidily aee^^ ' , ; ' 

.^^vLaliy- b^lt dita h^*demoristra the principal reason for 

iack-^f utiliation of ^pe^arj^J^jcSnspait seriritSs is' the lack af a needftfo^ ■ 
the' ggrvices^y large ndiber' of eidgible peirsonfe. Howev^4iac* the, eldeHy 
tifi available transit options' a^e not the ^rima 



*popatation wi 



concern here,j 



we must fMrtj^r segment phe elderly population |o ident Qie l^a^acteris- 
tics of tfes^^^e^on ^ha 



i.n compar 

• - .' 

need: special tr 



^^on witrT^ general' urb^n elg^lypopgl?&^ , 
rahst)6rtatidn servi^s are more^'likely /?ol be fetnali and" • ' 



"'^iiibrity; be 

.:"^»^tat.ion; ^er ecfucati^i^nifc^l ^ ^ 

'^Icomes &nd mon^,f.p|o^ dwelling *u^^ 



n^i^apped an4/^i\^"5r^ii^ ^^J 

~' "^"-'^ itit lev^lt 



lated _ihdividiJ 



jther than- a spoa 



e pji&Hrf trariir 
j.nade<^ate iS-^ 
6n(i JDT witlj ^re- 
ed of social 



cbntaa&l - and lack: access^a^an-^aut-b. 



ami ^bnttgjlrs ar 



^^one'i a problem a 

ever , Inhere . ai5^* ide 
"^Qs^ special j:r.anspo 





Nonasers whd^need special trahspbrtatibh services have somewhat dif-^ 
fereht living arrangeg^ts than usexr^ of ^spec transpoi^ttion servicest Non- 
usets Sitj£s^^e ^kely than asers to live with t^gir spous^^r children^ oWh ^ 



th^ir theSdVelling unK apd have longer tenure in the present neighborhood . 
Us?rs" ate mote likely^b. live with other relatives and to live in subsidized 
^housing. '-'^ 

Noniiser-8 of special transportatio^services tend to be older than users 
of the setvi'ces.. The median 'ag^e of hbhusers is 69.8 years in coniparison to 
67.9 years ,for users. However, whiie^bnly half of the nonj^ers are under 70 
yeai§ of age^ two^-thirds* of th| users are^^between 60 and 69 yearia of ag^^ ■ ^ 

In general, userg^ o'raKi^ciai transportation service^sl appea^r to be , 
healthier. Sore active ah^^ore independent than ndnusers wh6 need j^ach ser- 
^>fe^ices. While they have^^^ftower education level jthah ndnusers. Users of ^spe- 
cial transp'brtatibn sejaiS^s are more apt to be emp^yed part-^titie , • vote , and 
belong to'a £ilub or oj^MKzation^^Nonusexs who heed speiidl trarispbrtaiibh 
s^S:^ sylrvices are n^r^ > lilce^^^hah Users to be physically handicapped jh^^ve ^nmet 

^^d have "^inadequate ihclJiies to meet their ■ needs . 
^hb sfi^ed sefv^ice^ are more likelv^to travel as pal-* . 



health and'dentaj. nee 



Although nbnUs^ 



^ sengers in a private acSCo', they tra>^el less frequently than Users . fl While the . 
majority ^■gf l)oth Users and hbhusers of special transportation services use ^ ^ ^ 
.maSlic fcra^»ortatioft/9i their of travel, nphUsersr ate less 



>lic traff^ort^t loft^gl thei r^ rriiicipal mode of travel, ijphUsersr ate less 
^'^ble ^^dp sb. Nbnusfers bf ; sf^ial^ tra^s^^ services often fear pubtid^" 
tran^portatipri as ipo^.d§iSge^^s o^tdo roughs users cif^'iW 
*«tiQn service^'live fUrtlier from 



The dig^ance f rom> avaii- 



)le public tTaksit^majribe a mo^vating factor 
.vefei|j^:)jr:-tb-dbbr transit bp tTbtla 



ises and subways. 

in seeking a deniafed^eispon- 
siv^^ji)jr^tb-dbor transit bpt^ln^ ^ ^ 

V Both tjie usePs and^&onusers identified above heed special trahspbrtatibn 
services?' However^^he heTd appears to be greater among^thoise elderly' who 
are tigt i^Jtiiizing the sermcesi therefore, reasbhs ptjier th^i|^^_need^b,r lack 
of n^gd wire^^^xj^bred further 'to determine which factpt^ limft the ctpacity - ^ 
of thWe^te^^x^P utilize existing trans^rtation^ervrces . ^ _P 

Reasons ^i^^ fbr the. ribnutilization of s^e^alTtransportati^ ^^e^ 
by the elder l5^.Je|ierally ^^l 

f 




jjervices 
Al^rhat ives/available , 
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f knowledge,: 'fees trie ti^^ s6ryic§ cfctaractei 



^.ristics ai<d pride. •>^thii^ 

categories several factdts differentiate the reasofis given b use^s^% 
rfondser3 of special transport:^ ion. 
Many e^iderly who need special' transportation services , hoth asers* and ^ 
nonusers, cons^er the addition of such services as ancillary ot isi^^^'^^'^^^ 
mentary. to the existing range of alternatives available. Public tratMiti 
tation is|often adeqtt.ate or a private auto may be available for certaitH^f ip^ 
purposes -atid/br deSfinat ions , b^i: not iot others. For the elderly uSable to 
use public transpor^.a 
where they rxi 
during th^ 
a;pt tj^an u 



, reliance oh r^at^yes ahd/br f^ri^ds to drive them 
often rest^icts^ their mobiSity, particularly ' 
ho heed spec^l tnahsporjiatldn services aj-e more 
have s^^h' trave^ constraints g^d thus take fewer trips ^ 
outside t^e' home in a typical week. » . ^' - ^ 

Lack of khdi^letfge abdUt ;the availability of special tra»6pbrtatioh Jffj 
vices also limits-; Qhe capacity the' eldirlx^^ avail tjpemse Ives 6S suth 
.services. Virtually half of all nojciusbrs: special transpoi#t_atian ^ 
' services do not know where c#r Sow to go "a45;ai^^4€e 




-^bether they qualify>i^r 



6lde.rly . who heed. th&, services ^re cjonfused 

spfeci^l transpbrtation^servipes. i;. PerceptSpKs: oi user ^eligibility and trip^ 
pyrpbse- restrictidhs dftett nonusers in seeking the' ^ 

^necessary assistance. User^ and nc^us^s^ b;f §pe^fj|^'t^^ 



aire often aware^gC^ -pnly one typ 



pf 'spscipl ^trarrspt^jrtralcion servicer. 



cfeptual constra;liWfc4ssociat»d'^ic^^ tljaif service are '^cfeen . applied .un:^versally . 
. Users and ndnuse^s . who are awafe of 3p6ci^l transpoigta^ion ^Mpri ^ 



also cite charactljistics bf service ih^s. bar 
. barril^rs r^lat^.g^D service bpundarjt^re^* 
** s^c K ida ling. _^c^e dS iT^g b 



acute prd^le^' 
t^ajiifo^S^^ ohe fiSSui ou 

, _ The ^^.l;ement^% 
^pec;£i:$ J^^l^:]^^ ^ervice'3*" 



tOb. 



^joftliifeation*^ Most- such ' 
tibns , tfeip^gffibde ?:esti^ctibhs 

fi^dlf^^dical f^acilitles is an 
^^ipe' for th^-' re turn, trip can. . 



precisidtfl ' l^ile 




reasons related to pride as a barrier to utilizatibri of, special transpor- 
tation services 9 many elderly persons camouflage this reason by emphasizing 
other barriers to use. The lack of acceptance of life style changes as one 
gets older and perceived notions of charity often prohibit seniors from 
seeking a service which they feel ditniriishes their self-esteem and self- 
reliance* 

S£RVI€INeL_THK NERT^S OF THE NONUSERS 

The service capacity oF*the existing network of special transportation 
services is inadequate to meet the travel heeds of the hbhusers who heed 
special transportation services. The median rate of utilization for all 
providers is currehtly 82 perceht seat bccupahcy. Sihce 85 perceht of the 
nonasers who need special transportation services are not currently being 
served I the remaihihg eighteeh' perceht seat bccupahcy, if utilized fully, 
would not begin to satisfy the perceived latent demand for services* 

Using the trip type estimate bf lateht demahd identified ih the National 
Survey of Transportation Handicapped People (6rey^ 1978), 29 percent of the 
trahspbrtatibh hahdicapped pebple wbiild take more trips if the ideal type bf 
transportation were available, this case study identified 12 9073 nonusers 
whb heed trahspbrtatibh services as trahspbrtatibh hahdicapped. (The 2,673 
users participating *in programs were excluded from this total) . Applying 
the 29 perceht estimate bf lateht demand, ah additibhal 3,487 persons, at 
minimum^ need to be serviced by special transportation at any given point ih 
time. This reptesehts 168 perceht ihcrease over currisht service levels. 

Service characteristics which relate to fjill .utilization of special 
trahspbrt services ate cbst bf service ahd purpose bf the brganizatibh pro- 
viding transportation. The main characteristic of services which operate at 
full capacity is that they ate patt bf ah ihstitutibhal or activity fbcus 
for the elderly. There is considerable unmet demand (i.e. waiting lists) 
fbt trahspbrtatibh setvices fbt sehibt cehtets ptbvidihg socialization, ed- 
ucation, shopping and recreation activities for the elderly. 
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On the other hand, profit oriented trahspbrtatioh services are often 
underutilized. Howeve^, the fee structure Used for theie ieivices:. (bften 
$15.00=$35.00 per trip) renders them technically uhavaiiabie options to the 
individual elderly in need of trarispdrtation assistance. These services 
primarily rely on service contracts with social service agencies to provide 
transportatioS to health related or rehabilitation facilities. However, thii 
is not the predominant reason fot utili-zation of special transportation ser- , 
vic^s by the elderly in urban areas. 

The D.C. Office on Aging has recently implemented a consolidated, cen- 
trally dispatched trarispbrtation system for the elderly and handicapped 
through a public/private partnership With the United Planning Organization. 
The Washington Elderly' arid Haridicapped Transportation Service (WEHTS) will 
provide, additional vehicles for meeting the travel rieeds of the elderly. 
However, this increased Capacity will not be sufficient to close the gap 
between supply and demand for special trarisportation services. 

Given the excess of demand over supply for special trarisportatiori ser- 
vices, there is little incentive to vigorously pursue a program of community 
outreach, Most providers of special transportation services follow a pas- 
sive marketing approach; mainly , "wbrd-df-mou^h" and agency referrals. The 
D.C. Office bri Agirig Uses mailouts to senior clubs arid brganizatioris , 
churches, senior centers, and iridividUal senior citizens oh its mailing list 
and public service announcements of a telephone riUmber tb call for all 
senior related services. 

While there is a heavy reliance on gettirig iri touch with senior citizens 
through clubs and brgariizatibris the majority of seniors do nbt belbrig tb 
such grbUps. The eldprlv who heed transpbrtatibn assistance most are the 
ifiasi likely to belong tb any club or orgahizatioh . However, participation 
in religious activities is very high among the elderly in general and even 
more so among the low iricbme elderly who are likely to need trarispbrtatiori 
assis^arice; "^heref^re, the church may serve as a focal point^for reaching 
the target pbpulatibri. 
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users of special trahspbrtatibh services bverwhelmingly learn about 
those services through a club or organization; Users are also twice as 
likely as nonuseYs to belong to these groups. 

Perceptions of weaknesses in the present service delivery system of 
special transportation services in urban areas were expressed by the elderly; 
Some seniors feel that the present system focuses on delivery of services to 
seniors living in senior multi-family buildings at the expense of seniors 
living in scattered site single family housing. However, the empirical data 
indicate that only a small percentage of the users live in such accomodations 
Other perceptual problems centered around dri^^er sensitivity to the needs 
of the elderly, waiting times for return trips and adequately equipped ve- 
hicles to serve the needs of the physically handicapped senior. 

RE COMMEND AT IDNS 

1. Service delivery agencies itt urban areas mast explore alternative and/dr. 
additional methods of reaching elderly persons who need trans -Jrtation as- 
sistance. « 

Community outreach programs must move but of the passive phase which is 
essentially comprised of information dissemination to standard program or 
agency mailing lists and informal "word-bf-mduth" netwprks. While these 
methods may be effective in reaching a large segment of the target popula- 
tion, they are ineffective in reaching a large segment of those who need 
services most. 

One such method which should be expldred is the strengthening of the 
churc^^based rietwdrk of contacting seniors in need of services. The church 
plays an important role in lives of the urban elderly. Between 80 to SO 
percent of the elderly users and nonusers who need transportatibh. assistance 
actively participate in religious activities. Additionally many churches 
maintain butreach prdgrams for members unable to attend regular services. 

The present system of mailing notices df services available to churches 
on a mailing list is not sufficient; Such notices are often posted bri 
church bulletin boards and not seen by the elderly in need of services. 
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The institute of (Serbhtbldgy at the Uni\?ersity of the District of 
Gbluinbia is currently involved in a project, funded through the Administra- 
tion on Aging, to help persons who provide care, support and^or assistance 
to elders in heed through church-based programs. The objectives Of this 
particular program are .. . "to find but the extent to which iemtiers are pro- 
viding help for elders in need and to strengthen and expand helping net- 
works on an 5ngoing basis through the leadership of church Sembers who com- 
plete a training ptogtam". 

The potential for reaching the isolated elderly ..and those nonusers in* 
heed of transportation assistance can only be enhanced by the development 
and utilization of such a cadre of volunteer resource persons. 

2. Service delivery agencies in urban areas should explore mote effective 
ways of utilizing the existing transportation netwofk to provide transporta- 
tion services to the elderly in lieu of or in addition to expanding special 

transport services. 

User-side subsidies should be examined as an alternative to expanding 
special transport services in the District of Coluibia. Negotiated service 
contracts with local cab cbiparTies may provide several benefits to the local 
government and social service agencies. It would reduce the need for cOstly 
capital expenditures and associated costs for vehicle maintenance; and it 
would expand service capacity at a faster rate than could be achieved through 
the purchase and operation of additional vehicles. Negotiated service con- 
tracts should include service standards and the requirement for physical 
assistance for elderly passengers who need it in arid out of the vehicle. 

Van services could focus bri group oriented activities (e.g. shopping, 
recreatibri), riOriambulatory cases and other persbris riOt able to use conven- 
tional transit. 

3. Cbbperatxve maintenance ig'reemehts should be explored by providers of 
special tr ahspor tat ibri services. 

Bus arid vari maintenance problems can have a sizeable negative impact on 
special transport services fbr the elderly. Breakdowns prevent services 
from beirig delivered and the costs associate with proper maintenance (in the 
private Sarket) are prbhibitive, especially for private non-profit agencies. 
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While the local government has "initiated a cbhsblidated special transport 
system, not ail pi5viders are participating; "Tu^^" issues, and restrictions 
on user eligibility, trip p«p5se, etc. have not been totally eliminated as • 
barriers to coordination. However, since all vehicles must be maintained, 
Regardless of funding sources, cooperation in this area is feasible; if 
based on the cost of services tendered. 

The follbwing avenues Sight be further examined for potential in re- 
ducing maintenance problems: 

a. Maintenance cooperative - forming maintenance associations with 
other services providing transportation for the elderly and other 
groups and either 

- establishing a maintenance garage or 

- purchasing a maintenance contract from established providers. 

b. Sharing local government maintenance facilities by contract. 
Seeking provisions for low-interest loans or direct subsidies from 
local government for the proper maintenance of vehicles. 



c . 
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Appendix A 

THE NON-UTILIZATieN OF AVAitABtE SPECIAL TIUNSPOrL SERVICE s"* BY THE 
ELDERLY IN URBAN AREAS: A CASE STUDY OF WASHINGTON » D.C. 

♦ 

INTERVIEW GUIDE 

for _ : 

SURVEY OF PROViSERS OF SPF^tal TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 



AGENCY 

INTERVIEWER 

DATE OF INTERVIEW 
TIME OF INTERVIEW 



Hello, my name is : _ from the University of 

the District of Columbia UMTA University Research Project on special^ trans 
portatibn services for" the elderly . You should have received our letter 
indicating we wbuld be contacting you for a survey of selected service 
characteristics. May we proceed at this time, (It tion, schedule an 
appointment for the interview). 

First, i would like to review with you the data on your organization 
found in the Directory of TrahspoTtatidn Services published by the eouncil 
of Governments.^ Please indicate any changes. (Read data from COG Survey) 



j. Is your service operating at full capacity? 
(All seats occupied) 

(a) Yes (Go to Question 4) 

(b) No 

If noi Why hot? ' 



2; What is the Average Daily percentage k%) oi passenger occupancy on 
your vehicles? 



3. How many additional elderly riders can you- service per day? 



4.. Are you able ta expand the services offered by your agency for: 
Trip Purpose (a) Yes -— 

(b) „No 

If rid, please explain ,. 



Hours of Operation (a) Yes 

.b) No 

if no, please explain : ■ ~ - 



Expanded Service Boundaries (a) Yes 

(b) No 



If no, please explain 
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other things being equal, are yoa willing to expand services offered 
by Agency for: 

Trip purpbsis (a) Yes 

(b) No 

If nb> why not? - 



Hours of operation (a) Yes . 

(b) No 

if no, why not? - - - - 



Eligibility of Users (a) Yes 

(b) No ^ 

if, no, why not? 



Expanded Service Boundaries (a) Yes 

(b) No '- 



6; D5 ydu Work with an/ other iiincy/agehcies engaged in tianspb^tatibh 
for the elderly? 

(a) Yes 

(b) No (Go to Question 9) 

7. In what capacity do ySa w"5Sk With other agencies? 



8. Is there a format or informal ; agreement? 



9. Other things being equal, are you willing to enter Into coopera- 
tive agreements with other agencies? 



(a) Yes 

(b) NO 



10. Are you 

(a) Yes 

(b) No 



able to enter, into cooperative agreements with other agencies? 



If no, why not? 
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li. Under what circamstances.dci ydu retider serviceiS at hoars not speci- 
fied as "Operating hours". 

(a) None — — 

(b) : - . "---^ 



12. What means do ycu use to let the elderly know that your services 
are available? 

(a) None ^ 

(b) • 



13. If none, how do elderly clients find out about the services you offer 

(a) Don't know 

(b) _^ : - 





How jdo you identify potential clients? 








* 







S-5 

Mb 



Do you require elderly riders to cSnqJiete any fdrnis as a condition of 
using your service? 

(a) Yes 

<b) No 

if yes^ what types of forms? ; — — 



What niechanism(s) do you use to get feedback* both positive and 
negative* from the elderly about your services? 

(a) None If none, why not? — , __ 



b) 



Do you get complaints from elderly riders? 

(a) Never • — 

(b) Sbmetiines , 

(c) Frequently 

What are the three most connnon complaints in order of frequency? 

(a) " - - . - 



(b) 
(c) 
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19 i How do ybii handle complaints from riders? 

(a) Do nothing 

(b) - • 



ZC). Do you get suggestions from drivers on improving your services? 

(a) No * . 

(b) Yes 

If yes what are the three most common: 

(a) - : . . . 

(b) ' L 

(c) . : . 

21. Do you get complaints from drivers? 

(a) Never 

(b) Sometimes 

(c) Frequently 

22. What are the three most conmon complaints from drivers in order of 
frequency? • 



(b) 
(c) 
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23. How do you handle cbmplaihts froin drivers? 

(a) Do nothing 

(b) - ; — 



N — -=^=— 

24. In your opinion, what are the three problems most enc5bStered hy yoiir 
organization in providing transportation services for the elderly? 

(a) . ' ■ 

(b) - — 

(c) — - - 

25. What are you doing to solve them? 

(a) Nothing . — 

(b) - . '. 



THANK YOU VERY MUeS FOR YOUR COOPERATION IN THIS SURVEY. 
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THE NON-UTILIZATION OF AVAILABLE SPECIAL TRANSPORT SERVICES BY THE 
ELDERLY IN URBi^i^. AREAS: A CASE STUDY OF WASHINGTON, D.C. 

LIST OF SURVEY SITES 

i • bdwntowti Clusters 

2i D.C. General Hospital 

3. The Catholic University 

4i Christian Communities 

Connaitted to Change DART 

5. Barney Senior Center 

6; SCAMP (Barney Senior Center) 

7. Mobile Care, LTD. , 

8. Center City Community Corporation 

9. American Red Cross: 

10; Area "A" Community Mental Health 

I I . Columbia Senior Center of Family 
and Child Services 

12. Friendship House Association, Inc. 

13. Medico Transportation 

14. Muscular Dystrophy Associations, Inc. 

15. P&T Transportation 

16. Southwest Community House 

Comprehensive Elderly Program 

17. United Planning Organization 

18. Phillip T. Johnson 

19. Harvest House Senior Center 

20. John A. Logan Community School 
Extended Services for the Blind and 

Visually Impaired Older Americans 

21. First Baptist Senior Center 

22. District of Columbia Department of 

Recreation - Senior Citizens 

23. Senior Citizen Counseling and Delivery 

24. Associated Catholic Charities 

25. Hurrays Nets Transport Service 

26. Area "C" Cbmmuriity Mental Health Center 

27. Area Transportation 
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' Appendix B 

THE NON^UTILIZATION OF AVAItAM-E SPECIAL JkMSPORT SERVICES BY THE 
ELDERLY IN URBAN AREAS: A CASE STUDY OF WASHINGTON, D.C. . 

FIELD SURVEY OF NON-USERS 0F_ SPECIAL 
TRANSPORTATION SERVICES FOR THE ELDERLY 



LOCATION : 
WARD: 



INTERVIEWER: — 

DATE OF INTERVIEW: 
TIME OF INTERVIEW! 



H llo my name is frd|n the University of the 

District of CblSSbia Ul^. University Research Project on ^Special Transport 
tation Services for the Elderly. We are conducting interviews to deter- 
iine ?hi use or non-use of special transportation services by older persons 
S Washington, D.C. Alt participants in the survey will remaxn anonymous 
and have been randoffily selected- 
May' I, interview you for this project? 
: (Is Respondent male — Female 

1. Are you a senior citizen^ aged: 

a. 60-64 _ d. 75-80 

b. 65-69 .^ e- 80-bver 

c . 70-74 — ^ 

2., What type of tiahspbrtatibh did yo^ use to arrive here today? 

a. Drove a cai Own car^ Yes No 

b. Passenger in a car driven ^by member of household — _ 

c. Passengei in a car by hon-mefflber of house hold 

d. Taxi — Did you receive voucher? Yes No 

e. Metro (Bus/Subway) _/_ Do you have senior discount card: 



g. Walked 

h. Other 

(If response is or 1 Thank and terminate interview). 

3. Do ydii live: 
a. Aldtie 



b. with spouse 

c. with other family member 

d. ^ with other unrelated persoh(s) 

4 . Do you tent or own your housing unit? 
a. Rent b. Own 

Type of unit? 

( 1) Apartment 

(2) Single family house . : 

(3) Senior citizen housing 

o 

5. Which of the following trips do you take: (check all that apply) 

a. Shopping 

b. WoJk Paid ____ Volunteer 

c. Medical " 

d. Social 

e. Recreational 

f . Church 

g. Other 

6. How many trips do you usually take outside the home in a week? 
3^ {.2 b. 3-4 — — 5 or more 
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7. Do you use Special Trahspbrtariorx SeS^ices for the Elderly foi any 
of these trips?- 

a. Yes^_^ : b. NO — 

(f.\ <?5cial (7) Other 

(1) Shopping social 

(2) Work ^ (5) Recreational 

(3) Medical (6) ChaSch ^ 

. Sow do yon usually get where y5a "wint to go? (Check all that a 

a. Private auto Driver Passenger — 

b. Taxi ^ 

c. Metro 

d. Walk 

e. Spedial Transportation Services 

f. ether - 

(If response is or includes e, Thank and terminate interview). 

9. DO you have transportation available to travel where you want to go? 

a. Always c. Sometimes . 

b. Usually d. Seldom . . 

10. Are you aware of any special transportation . services that are 
available to the elderly? 

a. Yes 

5. No (Go to Question 145 • 

If yes^ which one (s) — ■ — - — r 
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11. How did you leairn about the availability of special transportation 
services? 

a; An advertisement : 

b; From a friend or relative 

* c. Thru a ctab or orgahizatioh 

d. Qther _ 

12. Have yoa ever used special trahsportatidn services for the elderly? 
a. Yes No (Go to Question 14) 

if yes, which service - — _ — 



13. Were you satisfied with the special transportation services? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

if No, please explain — ; 



14. Do you need a special transportation services program? 

a. Yes ^ 

b. No 

15. Under which of the following conditions would you use special trans- 
portation services? (Check all that apply) ^ 

a. If I knew where and wtien it was available^^ 

B-4' , , 



b. If its schedule met Sy heeds 

c. If it was free , 

d. If 'it was subsidized 

e. If it was at full cost 

f • NdriiB 

g. Other 

Which of the foll5wing ^easdhs describe why you d^^ 
trarisportation services for the elderly? (Check all that 

a. Have ray own transport at ion ^ 

b. Public transportation is adequate 

c. Don't know where to get the service 

d. Service does not go where I want to go — 

e. i can't operate on their schedules 

f. Service takes too long 

g. Tod expensive - 

h. Too complicated to apply for 

i. I don't think I qualify 

5. I feel that its a welfare program ^ ^ 

k. Service not available when I like to travel 

1. Services ask too many personal questions 

m. I like to go several places when I'm oat — 

n. People at the services are riot helpful 

o. I don't want free services 

p. Other \ 7^ ~ r — — 
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17. With which of the following statements do you agree? 

Special transportation services prdgrains are necessary for others, 
bat not for me. 

(0 Agree (2) Disagree 

if disagree, please explain ■ - ' " — ■ 



b. Special transportation programs are necessary and should be 
continued. 

n) Agree (2) Disagree — 

If disagree^ please explain — - - — . — 



c. Senior Citizens are gerieirally aware of available special trans- 
portation services. 

(1) Agree (2) Disagree 

If disagree^ please explain 




d. Special transportation services should be free for those whc^ need 
to use them. 

(1) Agree — ^ (2) Disagree : 

if disagree, please explain ' • - 



EKLC 



B-6 

He 



18 i Do you live in: 

a. N.W, ^ D.C. ^ 

b. N.E. i D.C. ■ — 

c. S.W. I D.C. — 

d. S.E.J D.C. - 

19. What is the nearest intersection to where you live? 
a. Streets 



Thank you very much for your help in this research effort 
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THE NON-UTILiZAtiON OF AVAILABLE SPEEIAL TRANSPORT SERVICES BY THE 
j ELDERLY IN URBAN AREAS: A CASE STTOY OF WASHlNiSTOtli D.C. 

j.. LIST OF SURVEY SITES 

j I, Barney Senior Center 

I i737 Colombia Road^ N.W. 

I 2. Spanish, Senior Center 

1842 Calvert Street, N.W. 

\ 3. cS.W. , Senior Center 
j 980 4th Street, S.y. 

I - O — ____ 

! 4. First Baptist Senior Center 
715 Randolph Street, N.W. 

5. Colombia Senior Center 

4 12 1 I3th Street, N.W. . 

B. harvest Hoose, Senior Center 

150 Rhode Island Averioe, N.E. 

_"" , , t. 

I. Catholic Charities 

2800 Otis Street^ N.E. 

8. Senior Citizen Counselling and 

Delivery 

2500 Martin Lother I^Cihg Avenue, S.E. 

9. Greater S.E. Commonity Service 

.Center 

1350 Southern Avenue, S.E. 

id. Downtown Cluster Day Care _ ; 

Mount Vernon United Methodist Church 
900 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W. 

II. Saiiit Columbia's Episcopan Church t 
420rAlbermarle Street, N.W. 

12. Asbury United Methodist Church 
926 llth Street, N.W. 

13. Senior Companion Program 
I4th and Harvard Street, N.W. 

_ _ ■ . 

14. Maydrs Breakfast for Setiior Citizens 
•Shoreham Hotel, N.W. 
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Apisendik C 

THE NON-UTILIZATieN OF AVAlLABLE jPECIAL. TRia«SPeM SE^^ 5^ THE 
ELDERLY IN. URBAN A^AS! A CASE STUDY OF WASHINGTON, D.C. 



GUIDE FOR FOCUSED GROUP DISCUSSION 



1. 



How many of you drive your owti car? . ... * 4s„h9 

HOW many are driven where they yant to go by relative or friend? 
How many use public transpdrtatibh? 

II ;Si%?eSf frlf i"lelativ.s t. drive you wherever you hav. to go? 



Is It important that senior citizens be able to travel on a daily basis? 
Why? 

S'lt ^ r„r^°oId.r cr^el ai It is for *.u.8« 

-a? 



I'll bet that sometime you have wanted or needed to go sdm^^^ but 
.cduldn*t because of some transportation problem. 
Is this true? 
What did you do? _ 
What did you wish for? 



4i Should the D.C. Gbverhment or other organizations provide special 
transpbrtatibh serviced for the elderly? 

.^y? _ - 

Does anyone feel that special transportation serviced should hot be 
provided? 

Why not? ■ " ■ , 



5. What do we mean by special transportation services? 



6. How many oi youuse special transportation services for seniors? 

How many do not? _ , ____ • 

How many need special 'transport services? 



7. Are there important differences among the different transpdttation 

services? • ' 

Are some better than others? 
Which bries? 1 " 

Why? 



8. Now I would like reasons. Gf those who us.fri piease tell us why? 
Now of those who don*t use it; why hot? 
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Do you use special transporcation services, which services do you use? 
HoW' often? ^ 
• Why? .* _ _ 

For what kinds of trips? . ' - 



■•l : _ 

* . 9. We have established earlier that there are important reasons for el- 
derly citizens, to be able to get around. Some people have_their own car 
or have friends or relatives with cars. Some of you use special trans- 
portation services and others do not . In all cases^ however , there is 
probably some frustratibha^^ you have to get^^^ and cannot. If 

/ you could design a transportatibn program for seniors, what would ^ you de- 
sigh? Individual chauffer service is out; it would be tob expensive. 
What would it consist of? . What kind of service? To whom would the 
service be prpvided? What kind of vehicles? What kind of schedule? 
etc. How much would it cost to ride? Would there be an attendant 
beside a driver? You get the idea. Who wants to be first? ^ Can we 
agree that this wbtild be a desireabte service? if anyone disagrees^ 
what would ybu recommehd? What changes would you make? 



10. How db you reach unions to let them know that this special transporta- 
tion system exists? How did you know that services already exist? 
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. • . ^: . _ . . . ._ _ J 

11. One thing we know from our research is that seniors are a_ very mised. 
group. What do you feel are the characteristics of elderly, people who 
heed special transportation services? Gah we have more elaboration? 
What are the characteristics of those who do n^t? Can we have .more 
elaboration? 



12. Is it ah embarrassment to need or use special transport atfioh services? 
Can we have inore thinking on this? " . . 



13. Has ahvohe in this group changed their mind about using special trans- 
portation services?. What will you do? Why? Has ahyphe changed their 
minds about whether special transportation services should exist or not? 
Why? What do you think" now? « 



14. Are there any other feelings or opinions .that haVe not been dealt with? 
Are we leaving anything out? One thing we're iesving out. What about 
the isolated elderly? How do we reach them? 
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is; Qnk iiportant thing I'd like to artderstand. ^Whp Jri^you?^ eich 
piii5S state his or het background? Who would like to^ begin? 



16 Who would like to briefly summarize what we discussed and what conclu- 
sions we have reached? Is there any disagreement? 
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This study is an examination of;^reasons why eligible elderly in urban at eas 
do riot utilize available special transport services . The objectives of the re-- _ 

arch project were to: (1) Analyze reasons given by_eligible elderly^fbr riot uti- 
lizing available transport services ; (2) determine the extent of utilization by 
the elderly; (3) construct socio-economic profiles of eligible elderly who db/db 
riot utilize special transport services ; (4) identify problems encountered by prb- 
viders iri reaching elderly populations ; and (5) formulate recommendations for 
sblvirig the problems identified. 

A case study approach was used to analyze and examine reasons for ribnutiliza- 
tion of services and included j A field survey of ]40 elderly persbris; a telephone 
survey of 27 providers of special transport services; fbcused grbup discussions; 
arid secondary data sources i 

•Less than 15 percent of the urban^elderly who heed special trarispbrt services 
use them. Reasons for nonutilization can be grouped 'into fbur areas :( 1 ) Alterna- 
tive^ Available; (2) lack of knowledge; (3) service characteristics; arid (4) pride, 

Nbriusers who riea4 special transport services are often less active^ less iri- 
dependent arid less healthy than the elderly who need and utilize such services. 

Providers bf special services rely on agency referrals and V!word-of-iDbuth" tb 
identify and service elderly populations. Community outreach must move from this 
passive tb a mbre aggtessive phase. 
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improving the mobility of older Americans hai been a iajdp gb^l of trans- 
portation and elderly prograSns and policies at both the federal apd local 
levels. One of the strategies designed to achieve this goal has been the 
development and funding of riumerbus special transport services alterna- 
tives and/or ancillary travel modes for the elderly in urban and rural areas. 

Although there has been a proliferation 5f ipecial transport services 
during the last five years » there remains a gap between service goals and ^ 
service levels. Most eligible elderly are not having their travel needs met 
through the use of special transport services. While many elderly who -are 
eligible to participate in these programs have other _ alternative modes of _ 
travel, a significant number bf Urban elderly are still handicapped* by lack 
of transportatibhi 

This study examines the demand-side of special . tSansportat ion for the 
elderly. Several recent studies have examined the supply-side issues re- 
volving around coordination, vehicle design and maintenance and insurance . 
However, there is a need for more research focused on how to identify and 
service elderly and other transportation handicapped .populations . 

This study examines reasons Why eligible elderly_do not utilize avail- 
able special transport services. The specific objectives of thjs research 
project were to: ^ i 

1. Analyze in detail probleis ahd/br reasons given by eligible elderly 
for riot utilizing special transport services; 

2. Determine the extent to which eligible elderly populations utilize 
special transport services; 

3. Construct a socio-ecbnoiic profile^ bf eligible elderly who do/do not 
Utilize special transpbrt services; 

4. identify problems ericouritered by providers of special trarisport 
services in reachirig eligible elderly populations; and 

5. Fbtmulate recommendations and guideliries for solving the problems 
identified. 

In carrying out these specific objectives, the research team reviewed 
relevant literature, used data from an existirig needs assessment survey^ 
completed telephone and field interviews with providers and users, respec- 
tively, arid held focused group discussions with D.C. elderly. 

_ • • I ■ 

APPROACH 

This research project used a case study approach to examine and analyze 
reasons why eligible elderly do" tib^t use available special transport services . 
S^vlr^l primary and secbndary data sources provided the base of information 
uSd by ?he researchers tcTaJsess problems and formulate recommendations. 
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An extensive ieview of iiteratiiri focusing on the elderly as users of 
special transportation was completed. This review included fflaterials on .^ ^ 
n^thbdologies for needs assessments and demand estimation techniques utilized 
in predicting latent travel demand and coordination of services; 

Data for the socio-economic profile were obtained through cross tabula- 
tions of data contained in the raw data files of the Elderly Needs Analysis 
iurvey done by the Bureau 5f SociaJ. Science Research (BSSR) for the DiC. 
Office bri Aging in 1978. The Office on Aging^ responsible for the city z 7 
special efforts in transportation for the elderly, contracted with BSSR to / 
conduct a telephone survey of 1572 noninstitutibrialized elderly within the ( 
District of Columbia. Results from the survey were used: in developing the 
heeds assessment component of the District of Columbia Plan on Aging, 1981- 
1983. . . 

7i ■ . __ » 

Current inventory listings of special trahspbrtatiori services put out by 
the D.C. Office on Aging and the Directory of Special T r ansportation Servrr&s 
published by the Metropolitan Washington Council of Goverrimerits (1981 revised 
^ditibn) were used tc identify providers for ih-depth interviews. A telephone 
survey bf 27 bf the 43 providers of special transport services was conducted 
to determine characteristics of services available^ methods of identifying 
and reaching target populations, demand for services, problems encountered 
in services deliverly and participation in coordinated services. 

A stratified random sample of 140 elderly wereKiritarviewed at trip desti^ 
nation pbirits. Typical trip destination points bf the elderly were identified 
and selected. Survey sites were stratified according tb the locations of _ 
residences bf elderly who need, but do not use, special transportation services. 
Field interviews investigated reasons for hoh-utilizatibn of special transpor- 
tation and inbde choice of nonusers. : 

A series of six focused group discussions with a total of 65^ideily per- 
sons were planned and held at Virious locations throughout the community. In- 
formatibn bbtained through the Elderly Weeds Analysis Survey, telephone survey 
of prbviders and field interviews were used as a guide m the conduct of these 
group sessibns. The discussions were aimed at gaining insight into solution 
Sethbdolbgies as perceived by users and/or potential users of special transport 



services 



Preliminary research findings and potential problem solutions were di8-_^ 
cussed during interviews with staff of the D.C. Office on Aging and with staff 
of the Institute of -Gerontology of the University of the District of Columbia. 



REPORT oRaa 



This report in divided into seven chapters and appendices .The chapters 
present the results and analysis of the five components of the project : 
Chapter two provides the background tb the study through the exploration 
and analysis of eiistihg literature oh the elderly as users- of special trans- 
pbrtation services; chapter three identifies the target population and socio- 
economic characteristics of users and ribriuSers of special transport services; 
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"Swirer loaT^^sehts the survey results from telephone interviews wi^h p^o- 
Jiders of special transport services; chapter five. examines reasons for non- 
utilllation of services based On results of field interviews with elderly^ ^ 
nonusers; chapter six summarizes the results of the focused grp discussions 

"held in the coSSunity; and chapter seven reports the maaor findings and pre- 
Jenfs recommenSSions for problem solutions and guidelines for implementation. 
- <• 

FINDING S ^ ' : 

Special-transportat^ibn^programs are presently reaching J" 'l ^^^^^^ 
of the urban elderly who say they need the services that such ^programs provide. 
Iherefoire, in urban areas with large elderly populations, a sizeable number 
Of the transportation handicapped elderly are still unable to travel by 
privaLrpuBlic or special transportation, in order tq adequately examine 
?he reasons for nonutilizatiori Of special transport services . ^he population 
of elderly nonusers must be further segmented to include only those persons 
who are bbth eligible and in need Of the services provided. 

= Empirically based data haVe demonstrated that ^ the principli reasons for 
lack of utilization of special tfansport services is the lack of a need 
the services by a large number of eligible persons.. However, since the elderly 
BOeulltion with available transit options are not the primary concern here, 
^r^st Jurlhir segment the elderly population to identify the characteristics 
of those persons who need the services provided. - 

Amoni the elderly who need special transportation services, both users^ 
and noSusers ire just as likely to be female, minority, live alOne, consider 
mohey Tproblem and have difficulties accessing public f «P«JJ^""- . 
"ver there are identifiable differences between those elderly who need and 
ule special transportation and those who need but do not use the services. 

Nonusers who need special tra«^tation services have, somewhat d^ 
living arrangements than users of^pecial transportation services . Jonusers 
^re older an! more likely than Us^s to live with their spouse^or jhildre^, 
o5! their dwelling unit and haVen[onger tenure in their present neighborhood. 
U^rs are ^re Skely to live with other relatives, and to live_in subsidized 
housing. , 

In eeneral, users of special transportation services appear to be healthier, 
more active Ind more"ndependent than nonusers who need such services^ While 
they ha^n loWer educatioh level than nonusers , users of ^pf^^.^'fff f 
tion services are more apt to be employed part-time, vote, and belong to a 
clSb orlrglnization. N^UserS who need special transportation services a^ 
^« likely thaS users to be physically handicapped, ^ have unmet health and 
dental needs and have inadequate incomes to me^t their needs. 

Reasons given f or the nonutilizatioS of special tphsport at ion services 
by the elderly generally fall into four categories : ^ Alternatives available, 
lick of knowledge, restrictive service characteristics, and pride. 

The service capacity of the existing network of special transportation 
service is inadequate to meet the travel needs of the nonusers who need 
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special trahspbrtatiph services. The inedian rate of utilization for all 
providers is currently 82 percent seat occupancy. Since 85 percent of the 
hbhusers who heed special ttansportatiori services are not currently being 
served^ the remaining eighteen percent seat occupancy, if utilized fully ^ 
wbiild hot begih to satisfy the perceived latent demand for services. 

Given the excess of demand over supply for special transportatior^ser- 
vices ^ there is little incentive to vigorously pursue a program of community 
outreach. Most providers of special transportation services follow a passive 
market ihg apprbaph; tsiairily, "word -of-mouth" and agency referrals. The D.C. 
Offici bh Agihg uses mailbuts to senior clubs and organizations, churches 
sehipr cehters and ihdiyidual senior citizens on its mailing list and publi 
service ahhbuhcemehts of a teJ.ephohe number to call for senior related ser- 
vices. 

While there is a heavy reliance ori gettitfg in touch with senior citizens • 
thrbugh clubs ahd organizations the majority of seniors do notbelong to such 
groups. The_ elderly who heed transportation assistance most are the leas^t 

likely tb belbhg to ahy club or organization. However, participation in 

reiigibus activities is very high among the elderly in general and even laore 

so ambhg the Ibw income elderly who are likely to need transportation assistance. 
Therefore, the church may serve as a focal point for reaching the target 
pbpulatibh. 

RECQtgffiNDATIONS / 

rnimminTry niir-r^flrh pt*QgramB mPBt Iggve the pgssiye phgse which is essen- 
tially cbmprised of information dissemination to standard programs or agency 
mailing lists and informal "word-of-mouth" networks i While these methods may 
be effective in reaching a targe segment of the target population, they are 
iheffectiye in reaching a large segment of those vhb need services mbst^^ One 
such method which should be explored is the strengthening of the church-based 
network of contacting seniors in need of services. 

Service delivery agencies in urban areas should explore more effective 
ways of utilizing the existing transportation network tb provide trahspbrta- 
tioh s?»rvice3 to the elderly in lieu of or in addition to expanding, special 
traus^'Ort services. User-side subsidies should be examihed^as an alterhative 
to expanding special transport services in the District bf Cblumbia. 

Cooperative maintenance agreements should be explbred by providers bf 
special transportation services. Since all vehicles must be inaihtaih^d , 
regardless of funding sources^ cbbperatibh in this area is feasible, if 
based on the cost of services rendered. 




